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Abstract of Thesis. 
The thesis consists of a commentary on the so-called "Opus 
historicum" of Hila r y of P o i t i e r s , together with relevant i n t r o -
ductory sections, appendices and conclusion. 
This work of Hi l a r y has been recovered only withim comparative-
l y recent times,, and, i n i t s present mutilated form, contains 17 
docuaents covering the period from the synod of Sardica to the 
death of the bishop of P o i t i e r s . I t represents the f i r s t attempt 
by a Western h i s t o r i a n to combat the Arian heresy not only by the 
srioken word but also by.iwritten testimony and authentic documents 
of the period. 
The thesis opens with an Introduction dealing with the 
h i s t o r i c a l background and authenticity of the v/ork, the motives and 
method of i t s author, and i t s editors. ^ This i s followed by a 
section on Hilary and the Arian Controversy where short sketches 
are given of the early h i s t o r y of the Church i n Gaul, the l i f e of 
• Hila r y , and the course of Arianisra. to c.367. Then comes the actual 
Commentary i n which every, document i s treated as a separate u n i t and 
provided i n most cases with an introduction and conclusion. 
Two appendices have been attached, one on the so-called Ad 
Cmst. I , which i s nov/ recognised to be a constituent part of B I I , 
and the other on the warmly debated Liberius l e t t e r s . F i n a l l y , ' 
there i s the Conclusion which contains the various theories pro-
and 
pounded on the o r i g i n a l form of the c o l l e c t i o n / i n which a verdict 
i s passed on Hilary as a h i s t o r i a n . 
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So f a r as i s known, t h i s i s the f i r s t com.aentary on the wor^ 
i n English and i t i s presented i n the hope that i t may dispel much 
of the uncertainty, which surrounds the work,- by assembling from 
many sources the material necessary to i t s understanaing and use 
and by resolving, many d i f f i c u l t problems of d e t a i l ; and so may 
gain f o r i t proper acknowledgment -as the primary source f o r the 
his t o r y of Arianism i n the West. 
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B r i e f Chronological Table 
325 (early) 
Summer 
326/7 
334' / 
335 A p r i l 
J u l y 
Aug-Sept. 
Sept. 
Oct -Nov. 
336 Feb, 
337 May 22 
Sept. 9 
. Nov. 23 
338 .Summer 
339 Jan. 
34-I Spring 
Summer 
342 Sept. • 
343/4 
344/5 
346 Oct. 21 
34-6/7 
Synod of Antioch 
Council of Nicaea. 
Council of Antioch against Eustathius. 
Council at.Palestinian Caesarea. 
Death of Arius. 
Council at Tyre. 
Mareotic Commission i n Egypt. 
Council at Jerusalem 
Athanasius receives formal audience at 
Constantinople. 
Council at Constantinople. Athanasius exiled to Treves. 
Death of Constantine 
His three sons proclaimed Augusti. 
Return of Athanasius to Alexandria. 
Meeting of three Emperors at Viminacium to 
apportion the Empire. 
Council at Antioch appoints Gregory Dishop 
of Alexandria. 
Synod of Rome 
Synod of the Dedication at Antioch. 
Synod of Sardica. Letters of t h i s synod 
A IV, B I I , 1, B I I , 2 and Or. Syn. Sard. 
Macrostich Antioch. 
Council at Milan re-Photinus. 
Return of Athanasius to Alexandria. 
Council at Milan re-Photinus, Valens and Ursacius 
Valens' and Ursacius' l e t t e i s to Julius and Ath. 
( B I I , 6, 8) 
350 Jan. 18 Rising of Magnentius. Death of Constans. 
351. Sept. 28 Battle of Mursa. 
, Winter Council at Sirmiijm" re-Photinus. 
_ A _ 
353 Aug. 13 
Winter 
353/4 
355, 
356 Spring 
357 
Summer 
358 Lent 
August 
359 May 22 
May-Dec. 
. Dec. 31 
360 Jan. 
Spring 
Autumn 
C.36O 
361 Nov. 3 
362 Summer 
0.362 
363 June 26 
364- Feb. l6' 
Autumn 
366 Feb. 
366/7 
367 (early) 
Death of Magnentius. , , 
Council of Aries. Paulinus of Treves exiled. 
F a l l of Vincent of Capua. 
Letters of Liberius to Caecilianus ( B V I I , 4), to 
Ossius (B V I I , 6) and to Constantius (A V I I ) , 
Council at Milan. Exile of Lacifer, Eusebius 
and Dionysius. Liberius' l e t t e r to the exiles 
(B V I I , 2). Exile of Ossius and Liberius. 
Council at Biterrae. Sentence of exile passed on 
Hilary. Composition of B I and publication of 
his work. 
F a l l of Liberius. Composition of B I I I , B V I I , 8, 10, 11. 
Sirmian manifesto issued. 
Council at Ancyra.' 
Return of Liberius to Rome. 
Conference at Sirmiuii. Dated Creed. 
Councils at Arlminum, Nike'' and Seleucia. 
Acceptance of Creed of Nike'. Composition of A V, 
A VI, A V I I I , A IX, and B V I I I , 1 also i n t h i s 
period. 
Council at Constantinople. Homoean vi c t o r y . 
Revolt of Ju l i a n . 
Synod of Paris. Letter of same (A I ) . 
Letter of Susebius t o Gregory (A I I ) , 
Death of Gonstantius. Accession of Julian. 
Council of Alexandria. 
Letter of Liberius to I t a l i a n bishops (B IV, 1). 
Death of Ju l i a n ; Election of Jovian. Letter of 
I t a l i a n bishons to I l l y r i c a n s (B IV, 2), 
Death of Jovian. Valentihian and Valens Emperors. 
Council of Lampsacus. Controversy of Hilary with 
Auxentius at Milan. 
Final restoration of Athanasius. 
The Germinius a f f a i r B Vj B VI, and AI I J . 
Death of Hilary. 
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INTRODUCTION 
According to Jerome-^, Hilary of Poitiers was the author of a 
"Liber adversum Valentem et Ursaciura historiam Ariminensis et 
Seleuciensis synodi continens". As f u l l authority can not alv/ays 
be given to the remarks, which he makes on the t i t l e s of oooks i n 
his catalogue and as t h i s p a r t i c u l a r one savours of a cursory 
acquaintance rather than of any detailed knovdedge, i t i s quite 
probable that Jerome himself, and not Hilary, has thus designated i t , 
Rufinus , too, mentions a book w r i t t e n by Hilary f o r the 
i n s t r u c t i o n of those who had subscribed the perfidy of Ariminuiii. 
This book, he OD ntinues, had f a l l e n i n t o the hands of Hilary's 
enemies and been corrupted by them without Hilary's knowledge; 
then, . on the basis of these corruptions Hilary had been accused i n 
council and excommunicated. Jerome3 doubts the authenticity of 
Rufinus' assertions GDncerning,this excommunication, and asks him 
to give ;the council st v;hich the incident occurred, to name the 
bishops v/ho were present, also the consuls and Emperor at the time 
of the council. Modern w r i t e r s , such as Chapman^, have attempted, 
not very successfully i t must be confessed, to perform t h i s task 
f o r Ri^finus. But his account sounds very improbable and i n t h i s 
case at- least Jerome seems to be the more trustv/orthy. I t i s true 
that/a 
Notes. 
1. De V i r . 111. 100. 
2. De adulteratione. librorum Origenis (epist.ad Macariam) P.G.XVTI. 3. apologia'adv. l i b . R u f . I I , I9. 4. i n Rev. Ben. I9IO p.332sq. 
6 
that l i t e r a r y forgeries were not raEe5, hut there seems to have 
been neither the time nor the-opportunity before Hilary's death to 
transform and disfigure his to ok so that he could hardly recognise 
i t and could not prove i t s f a l s i t y . To no council, vAiere Hilary 
was present, can we attach such an attempt. The councils of 
Constantinople and Paris must be ruled out as being too early f o r 
any interpolations to have been made. The synod a£ klilan, v^ere 
Hi l a r y opposed Auxentius, must also be excluded because the sole 
aim of any Arian' interpolations i n his work v/ould be to make him 
support, instead of denounce, the proceedings at Ariminum^ and t h i s 
being so, Auxentius could scarcely have accused him of heresy'. 
Again, i f the interpolations had been made i n a Luciferian interest, 
as Chapman • suggests, i t i s d i f f i c u l t to see how Auxentius could 
have- made use of them for,by consenting to the Luciferian a t t i t u d e , 
he would thus have betrayed the t a c t i c s and part played b^  his ovm 
party at Ariminura. 
However t h i s may be, the important point i s that both Jerome 
am Rufinus^ve evidence f o r a bx)ok of Hilary on the Arian 
controversy. 
Nov*? i t was f o r long asserted that t h i s work of Hilary had been 
l o s t . But i n the f i f t e e n t h century, P. Pithoeus discovered a 
c o l l e c t i o n of fourth century docuanents i n the l i b r a r y of a fr i e n d 
at Paris. This c o l l e c t i o n was divided int o two parts, the f i r s t of 
v/hich bo re no t i t l e , but the second attrib u t e d the book to Hilary 
of P o i t i e r s thus: " I n c i p i t l i b e r secundus H i l a r i i Pictavensis 
provinciae/ 
Notes. 
5. c f . Ath. Apol. ad Const. 6,11. Also B I I , 1. 
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provinciae-Aquitaniae, i n quo sunt omnia,quae ostendunt vel 
quomodo, quibusnam causis, quibus instantibus sub imperatore 
Constantio factum est Ariminense concili-um contra formellan Nicheni 
tra c t a t u s , qua universae haereses coraprehensae erant"; and at the 
end of the l a s t document of t h i s second part were the word.s: 
" E x p l i c i t sancti H i l a r i i Liber ex opere h i s t o r i c o " . 
Since the Gallic MS. i n which the work was preserved, was not 
» 
a very old one and of poor q u a l i t y , Pithoeus delayed puolishing an 
e d i t i o n i n the hope of recovering the oM MS. from which his had 
recently been copied. Unfortunately he died v/ith t h i s wish unful-
f i l l e d , and N. Faber (Le Fevre) then undertook' the completion of 
his task and duly published an edition at Paris i n 1598' 
To Faber i t seemed pe r f e c t l y obvious that t h i s was an authentic 
work of 'Hilary because the superscription and text agreed with 
Jerome's statement on Hilary's book and the style v/as similar to 
th a t of the genuine works of the bishop of Poi t i e r s . He came to 
the conclusion that a l l the fragments, with the exception of B I I I 
("Studens"), are what remain of that work of Hilary referred to by 
Jerome. 
His optimism, however, v/as not shared by l a t e r commentators. 
While the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the Preface t o the wor^: (3 I ) i s accepted 
by a l l , there has been great d i v e r s i t y of opinion with reaard to . 
the rest of the documents i n the c o l l e c t i o n . A great deal of t h i s 
suspicion, i t must be admitted, has arisen becaase of the doubts 
cast upon the Liberius l e t t e r s ^ . Stilting7, f o r instance, who 
Notes. • 
6. c f . section on the.se. 
7. acta SS. Sept. VI p. 574sq. 
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has shown himself most eager t o defend Lioerius, admits the 
Preface (B I ) , with some reservation, to be genuine, but wholly 
rejects a l l the other docu-nents, mainly on grounds of s t y l e , pew 
supporters of Liberius have gone thus f a r , and indeed i t i s evident 
that S t i l t i n g has allowed his bias to corrupt his c r i t i c a l judgment 
i n forming so low an estimation of the compiler, i n refusing to 
acknov/ledge that,, because of the detailed knowledge of the events 
since the synod of Aries revealed i n the c o l l e c t i o n , the compiler 
must stand close i n time t o these events, i n refusing to recognise 
the importance of the documents i n the c o l l e c t i o n , and to adnit 
that they f i t w e l l i n t o the otherwise attested history of the 
period and have many pai^allels i n other conte-mporary writi n g s . 
8 
Baronius accepted most of the fragments as genuine but 
doubted t h e i r compilation by Hilary. This opinion was shared by 
Tillemont^. Coustant'''*^ gave the matter greater attention. He 
noted that the encyclical of the synod of Sardica (B I I ) and the 
l e t t e r o f Constantius to. the synod of Ariminum (A V I I I ) were much ' 
more extensive i n the Greek than i n the Latin of the collection; 
t h a t the creed of the synod of Eastern Sardica (A IV) was giveh i n 
a d i f f e r e n t form by'Hilary i n his "De Synodis"; that i n the MSS 
only the second group was a t t r i b u t e d to Hilary while the other was 
anonymous; the anathemas against Liberius i n B V I I also caused him 
d i f f i c u l t y . On the other hand he ac^Tiitted that the whole collec-. 
t i o n / 
Notes. 
8. t . V ad ann. 360 n.-3.-
9. t . V I I Mem. p.454-5. 
10. P.L. X c o l . 6l9sq. 
_ Q _ 
tion, s t i l l corresponded'in content to the work mentioned by Jerome. 
He had .no h e s i t a t i o n i n ascribing the second group to Hilary not 
only because of the superscription and concluding remarks but also 
because of the contents and style of the Preface 
Then, though a l i t t l e doubtful, he decided that the f i r s t group 
also should be a t t r i b u t e d to Hilary because (1) the codex Remensis, 
which i s very old, already contained the two parts of the compila-
tion;. (2), most of the fragments i n t h i s group are connected with 
the h i s t o r y of the council of Ariminum mentioned i n the super-
s c r i p t i o n of the second part; (3) the two parts are interconnected 
e.g. A I i s the answer to B V I I I and B IV forms the t r a n s i t i o n to 
A V I I ; (4) there i s a s i m i l a r style i n both sections. 
Having come to t h i s decision, he coalesced the two groups into 
one c o l l e c t i o n and arranged the docujiients i n chronological order. 
The t e x t u a l deviations he' explained as' the result of f a u l t y 
copies or change of residence. . On the anathemas, he gave no 
decisive oDnclasion: "they can, as some think, be w r i t t e n by a 
l a t e r / 
Notes. • 
11. From the Preface i t appears that the author i s a Gallican 
bishop who i s w r i t i n g shortly a f t e r the council of Aries 353 
i n defence of the Nicene creed and Athanasius and who has 
himself suffered humiliation at the hands of the Arians at the 
council of Biterrae (or Beziers). When we remember that 
Paulinus of Tr'feves had already been exiled at Aries (B 1 * 6 ) , 
the choice can f a l l only on one man, Hilary of Poiti e r s . 
A fter the exile of Paulinus, he alone of the Gallic bishops 
had shown himself capable of leadership, had remained steadfast 
i n face of.Arian and imperial opposition, and had f i n a l l y to 
suffer exile f o r his staunch defence of Athanasius at the 
. council of Biterrae 356.cf. c. Const. 2 De Syn. 2. 
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l a t e r hand f i r s t of a l l i n the margin and then inserted i n t o the 
t e x t ; or else they could be from Hilary himself, inserted i n 
anger when he heard of Liberius' f a l l " . He was no more d e f i n i t e 
on the problem of the d i s f i g u r a t i o n of the work, sug^-esting that i t 
may have arisen as Rufin'us relates or purely by accident. 
B I I I ("Studens") he regarded as a forgery of a contemporary 
Arian which H i l a r y recognised as such and inserted f o r t h i s very 
reason i n his v;ork. The other Liberian l e t t e r s he accepted as 
genuine. His f i n a l conclusion was that the fragments have a l l 
belonged to a now l o s t work of Hilary. 
I n more recent times Loofs"'-^, Gummerus"'-'* and Feder-^5 have, 
decided anew f o r the H i l a r i a n o r i g i n of the whole coll e c t i o n , 
including the anathemas, and fi) r the authenticity of the individual 
parts, i n p a r t i c u l a r the Liberian l e t t e r s . 
The r e a l d i f f i c u l t y i n t h i s question of authenticity has 
centred on'the seeming inconsistencies i n B I I I ("Studens"), but 
i f Duchesne's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of t h i s l e t t e r i s accepted"'-^, there 
reimins no reason why a l l the documents i n the collection should 
not be regarded as authentic material gathered by Hilary witn a view' 
to publication i n the interests of the Nicene cause. 
There i s no do'ubt that, not a l l the material collected by 
H i l a r y has been preserved. I n the c o l l e c t i o n i t s e l f are various 
references/ 
Notes. 
1 2 . c f . loc. c i t . i n n . 2 . 
1 3 . 'Real.VIII. 
14. Die Horaousianische Partei p.93 n . 2 , 
• 1 5 . Stud. I . 
1 6 . cf. the section .on the Liberius Letters. 
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references to documents no longer available: e.g. (1) a aocunent 
dealing with the council of Aries, mentioned i n B I , and following 
t h a t , the account of the deposition ani exile of Pa-alinus of Treves 
with which the whole work should begin; (2) the part dealing with 
Paul of Constantinople i n A IV; ( 3 ) a short piece on the Nicene 
council i n A V, 1; (4) the part concerning the Sirmian creed and 
the beginning of i t s r e f u t a t i o n , and also Hilary's text indicating 
the d isposition of the narrative text before the f i r s t l e t t e r of 
the synod of Sardica i n B I I ; ( 5 ) the creed proposea at Niice i n 
Thrace which should follow the l e t t e r of the synoa of Ariminan to 
Constantius (A V), ' 
Several theories have been expounded to explain these gaps. 
Saltet"'"'^ contends that the work of Hilary has been revised i n a 
Luciferian i n t e r e s t and, l i k e Wilraart, places t h i s revision and 
in t e r p o l a t i o n at the end of the fourth century. Schiktanz , on the 
other hand, suggests that the shortening -cook place i n an A,rian 
i n t e r e s t i n the f i f t h or s i x t h century. Feder's opinionl9 i s that 
some anonymous person who perhaps aimed at giving a new presentation 
of the Arian .troubles, made excerpts f o r himself from the "Opus 
Historicum" of Hilary and provided them with many marginal notes. 
The c o l l e c t o r had found the excerpts without order, had copied thera 
as two parts and transmitted them thus to posterity. Like Coustant. 
he thinks that Jerome and Rufinus possessed the complete work of 
Hi l a r y / • 
Notes. 
17. i n B u l l . L i t t . Eccles. I905, I907. 18. Die Hi l a r i u s Fragmente§ 26. 19. Stud. I . . 
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H i l a r y but that Sulpicius Severus, who used the fragments 'in his 
Chronicle, probably possessed only the co l l e c t i o n o f excerpts. 
As several of the fragments are contained i n some canon law 
collections which can be traced back to the f i f t h century, Feder 
concludes that the o r i g i n of the c o l l e c t i o n should be placed about 
the end of the fourt h century. 
I t w i l l be seen that none of these theories carries very great 
weight. There i s no evidence to sup-nort the claim of Luciferian 
or Arian interpolations, and a more natural explanation would seem 
to be that the gaps have occurred i n the course of transmission. 
Moreover, " i f i t 'is necessary to suTipose an intentional shortening 
of the w®rk - v/hich i s indeed ve-ry doubtful - what person woulu 
have been more l i k e l y to have done t h i s than Hilary himself? 
Feder adi'aits thef - t h i s must have taken place very early, probably 
before the f i f t h century, but can only suppose an anonymous 
coll e c t p r to have done t h i s . I f the abridgement did not occur 
accidentally, i t seems more probable that Hilary himself had 
delib e r a t e l y omitted some of the' material f o r purposes of his own 
(foi- example, because the amount of material collected tended to 
over^ adov\r his o r i g i n a l plan) . , . 
. No matter how these gaps may have occurred, i t i s unfort-unate 
t h a t , because of them, the o r i g i n a l dimensions of Hilary's material 
can never now be known. 
- 13 - ' 
- For the motives v^hich induced-Hilary to begin his c o l l e c t i o n , 
we must r e l y on the Preface (B I ) . This document indicates that, 
p r i m a r i l y , i t was a peculiar insight of Hilary \^  ich led him to 
undertake his work, namely, his strong conviction that what v/as at 
stake i n the early f i f t i e s of the fourth centuryiiwas not simply the 
person of Athanasius, hov^ever much'it may have appeared so on the 
surface of the controversy, but something much more important, the 
Nicene creed i t s e l f . That his Western brethren were bl i n d to t h i s 
f a c t had been amply shown at the council of Aries, vmere the 
orthodox had agreed to condemn Athanasius i f t h e i r adversaries'in 
t h e i r turn would anathematise Arianisra.... Hilary apparently v/as one 
of the fev/ bishops i n the West at t h i s time who realised that the 
condemnation of Athanasius r e a l l y involved a condemnation of the 
Nicene creed, and -Qi at the Nicene creed was implicated Dehind the 
person of Athanasius. His to ok v/as therefore intended to propagate 
t h i s i n s i g h t and so arouse opposition to the Arian deceit among his 
brother bishops. ' 
Another factor i n the compilation was the summary treatment' 
meted out to him at the council of Biterrae. He had gone to that 
council i n the hope of p u t t i n g forv/ard.his case and convincini^, i t s 
members by an exposition of the true facts of the s i t u a t i o n . His 
opponents, however, had thwarted his plan and prevented him from 
addressing the council and securing an audience with the Emperor. 
So he determined- to reveal i n w r i t i n g "the faithlessness of the 
Arians, t h e i r false creeds and t h e i r d e c e i t f u l works vdth respect 
t o / , 
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2 0 to Athanasius". 
This was .a favourite method of Hilary. When outmanoeuvred i n 
person by his opponents, he wo-uld resort"to his w e l l - t r i e d weapon, 
the pen. He adopted t h i s procedure a f t e r the council of Biterrae, 
again at Constantinople i n 3 6 0 a f t e r his f a i l u r e to secure an 
audience with Constantius ( i . e . his c. Const.) and f i n a l l y , a f t e r 
the f a i l u r e of his mission against A^uxentius at Milan ( i . e . his c. 
Aux.) From his apparent defeats have issued abiding testimonies 
to his position, his belie f s and his actions. 
To both these motives, must be added his passionate desire to 
defend the orthodox f a i t h from a l l the assaults of i t s enemies. 
The material i n the Collection can be roughly., c l a s s i f i e d i n 
three groups (1) those documents dealing with events up to 3 5 6 v i z . 
A IV, A V I I , B I , B I I and the Or. S^TI. Sard, (the so-cal'led Ad 
Const.I); (2) those concerned with the period between 3 5 6 and 3 6 0 
v i z . A I I , A V, A V I , A V I I I , A IX, B V I I I , B I I I , B V I I ; and ( 3 ) 
those belonging to the period a f t e r 3 6 0 v i z . A I , A I I I , B IV, B V, 
B VT. 
Only i n the f i r s t group i s there any evidence of a methodical 
arrangement of the material. From B I I we gain an outline of the 
plan adopted by Hil a r y i n the book v/hich he published i n 356 
His/ 
Notes. 
2 0 . Probably much of the matertal which he used i n his book of 356 
had been already collected and arranged i n preparation f o r 
the defence which he had intended to make at Biterrae. He 
was therefore i n a good position to produce his book before 
departing f o r e x i l e . 
21. cf."Conclusion" on t h i s book. 
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His f i r s t aim^^ was to prove the innocence of Athanasius, and f o r 
t h i s , he r e l i e d mainly on the decisions of Western Sardica. 
Secondly, he intended to expose the deceits of the Arians and t h e i r 
various changes of mind as exemplified i n the conduct of Valens and 
Ursacius. Thirdly^^, he proposed to reveal the heresy of the Arian 
creeds (e.g. that of Eastern Sardica) by contrast with the pure 
f a i t h of the Nicene creed. Thus he hoped- to dispel Arian power i n 
the West and gain v i c t o r y f o r the orthodox cause. 
I n no other document, however, i s any indication given of a 
simila r arrangement with regard to the l a t e r material, ana because 
of the disordered state and confusion i n which the fragments have 
reached us and the gaps i n the material, i t i s now impossible to 
detect any method or purpose embracing the Collection as a v/hole. 
Nevertheless, even i n i t s present mutilated form, the Collec-
t i o n i s a vrork of primary importance. I t covers the period from 
the synod of Sardica to the death of' Hilary and represents the f i r s t 
attempt made by a Western h i s t o r i a n to give: an interpr e t a t i o n of 
the Arian corfc roversy as i t affected the West i n his time. Through 
these docaments, a bi shop of the Galilean Church endeavoured-to 
pass a contemporary judgment on the relations between Western 
orthodox bishops and the Arians and to rouse his brethren to a 
repudiation of the Arian heresy. 
Notes. 
22. cf. B I I , 5 P-1^2 L . 8 . 
23. cf. B I I , 9, p.147 L . 23 . 
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The reason f o r the comparative neglect of t h i s Collection by 
modem scholars can be readily explained. They have found them-
selves unable to make f u l l use of the information contained i n the 
documents simply because of the many d i f f ioa I t i e s of language and 
subject matter and.the obscure references with which the work 
abounds. Like every source book, i t refers to aiany things which 
were common knovdedge to the author and his contemporaries and 
treated as such, but whose importance and relevance have long been 
forgotten and which now present apparently insoluble problems to 
the reader. 
I t has been the purpose of the Commentary to t r y ana resolve 
some of these problems so that t h i s Collection may be given proper 
acknowledgment and take i t s r i g h t f u l place among the primary sources 
fo r the h i s t o r y of the Arian controversy i n the West. 
I t should be mentioned that no comments are passed on the 
B i b l i c a l texts i n the w-ork because i t has been decided that t h i s 
was a separate and s p e c i a l i s t problem. 
I t has been already stated that i n the codex which Pithoeus 
discovered, the c o l l e c t i o n was divided into two parte, the f i r s t 
of which bore no t i t l e but the second ascribed the work to Hilary 
of Poitiers. Thinking that the two parts had- become inverted, 
Faber, i n his e d i t i o n of 1598, changed the order so that the 
i n s c r i p t i o n covered the c o l l e c t i o n as a v/hole^and the l e t t e r of the 
synod of Paris (A I ) , which lay at the beginning of the collection 
i n / 
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4 
i n the codex, now followed the l e t t e r of the Easterns at Seleucia 
(B V I I I ) I .e. his order was B I - V I I I , A I-IX. ^ He e n t i t l e d the 
work " H i l a r i i Pictavensis provinciae Aquitaniae episcopi ex opere 
h i s t o r i c o Fragmenta numquam antea edita". 
The editions of A. Drovart ( I 598 ), R. Nivelle (1598) and 
J. G i l l o t (1605) were almost exact copies of Faber's. Baronius^"^ 
made s l i g h t t e x t u a l emendations on Faber's text but not u n t i l P. 
Coustant's e d i t i o n of I693 was a real attempt made to correct the 
t e x t . As a r e s u l t of t h i s work, Coustant's became the standard 
f o r many years, and was. the basis f o r such editions as S. Maffei 
(I73O), J. Capellati ( I749) and F. Oberthur (1785)- Coustant 
also made a change i n the order of the documents. Thinking that 
the sequence of Faber might lead to error equally as much as that 
of Pithoeus, he attempted to give one which would be chronologically 
accurate and i n accordance v/ith Hilary's plan. For t h i s purpose, 
he noted a l l the gaps i n the v/ork, separated a l l the disconnected 
documents, combined those of similar context, and eventually 
obtained f i f t e e n independent fragments, which he then arranged i n 
chronological or-der thus: B I ; B I I ; A IV; B I I I ; A V I I ; B V I I ; 
A V I I I and A IX (combined- as one document); A V; A VI; B V I I I ; A I 
and A I I (combined as one document); B IV; A I I I ; B V; and B VI. 
To his e d i t i o n , Goustant prefixed the t i t l e : Fragmenta ex l i b r o 
sancti H i l a r i i ' P i c t a v e n s i s Provinciae Aquitaniae, i n quo sunt omnia, 
quae ostendunt v e l quomodo, quibusnam causis, quibus instantibus 
sub/ 
Notes. 
24. i n his "Annales" of 1609, 
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sub imperatore Constantio factum est Ariminense concilium contra 
forraellam Nicaeni tractatus, qua universae haereses coraprehensae 
erant". 
The great advance taken by Feder i n his edition of I 9 1 6 was 
made possible through the discovery of the old MS which Pithoeus 
had so earnestly desired to f i n d . As has been said, the codex 
used by Pithoeus was a f i f t e e n t h century one ( i . e . "T") 5 to v/hich 
Faber added marginal emendations ( i . e . "C"). While entering into 
t h i s heritage, Goustant also made use of the readings of J. Sirmond 
who had discovered another MS containing these documents (i.e."S")' 
But these codices were only of secondary value. Feder had the good 
fortune to come upon a MS of the ninth century ( i . e . Coa. Parisinus 
Araamentarii l a t . 483 - "A") and i n I 9 0 6 , by comparing "A" and "C", 
proved what had already been suspected by Schiktanz^^, naiiiely,that 
"A" was the archetype from which "T" was copied. Because of t h i s 
discovery, Feder's e d i t i o n has an authority and importance f a r 
gr-eeter than that of any previous ed i t i o n ; i t i s f o r t h i s reason 
that his text (as given i n C.S.E.L. LXV) has been adopted as the 
b8,sis f o r the Commentary, andit i s assumed that the reader w i l l have 
t h i s at hand.^^ 
Since he thought i t an editor's duty to adhere closely to his 
MS., Feder has l e f t unchanged the d i v i s i o n into two parts and the 
order of the i n d i v i d u a l fragments of each part. 
Notes. 
25. I.e. p.22sq. 
'26. Very few references have been made i n the Commentary to any 
variant i n the readings of the various texts; t h i s was 
thought unnecessary i n view of the excellent textual 
apparatus which Feder has appended to his t e x t . 
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Hilar y of P o i t i e r s and the Arian Controversy. 
A)' Short Sketch of the Arian Controversy to 351' 
Of a l l the heresies, that have endangered the t r u t h f o r which 
* 
the Christian Church stands, perhaps the mcs t insidious was 
Arianism. I t .spread l i k e a canker over the Church i n the fourth 
century and constituted a r e a l danger precisely because of i t s 
many points of contact with the orthodox f a i t h . Arian practice 
and p r a c t i c a l teaching did not d i f f e r from the orthodox, Arian 
baptism and eucharist were, on the surface, exactly the sajiie as 
the orthodox, and both professed the Bible as the basis of t h e i r 
system. The issue was fu r t h e r confused by the numerous variations 
of Arianism, from the palest- hue of misconstruction to the blackest 
shade of heresy. Unless ultimate principles were questioned, ,the 
two systems could have existed side by side with each other without 
the ordinary Chiirch member noticing any great difference oetween 
them. 
I t was essentially an Eastern heresy, having i t s o r i g i n i n 
Alexandria "miere i t s founder, Arius, was attached as presbyter to 
the important church of Baucalis; and during the f i r s t twenty or 
t h i r t y years of i t s growth, the West remained r e l a t i v e l y untouched 
by i t . When i t did eventually enter the controversy, the West 
showed i t s e l f consistently i n support of Athanasius, but, on the 
whole, the struggle never aroused the same enmities, the s&ne 
theological s t r i f e and philosophical v/ranglings as i n the East. 
For one ,thing, the mass of Western bishops, never seem to have 
reali s e d / 
- 21 -
realised the f u l l implications of the Arian heresy.• For another, 
the W,est was not p r i m a r i l y interested i n disputes concerning the 
f a i t h , especially with regard to the doctrine of God;. Western 
bishops diowed more concern f o r p-actice, and were content to hold 
a simple f a i t h . Again, i n the East heresies had already gathered 
round the Person of Christ, and more than one had already occupied 
p r a c t i c a l l y the same gr-ound as Arianism, so that the Nicene creea 
cariEas something of an innovation; the West, not l a v i n g t h i s back-
^ gi=ound, foijnd i t easier to accept the Nicene decisions as authori-
t a t i v e and always binding. 
I t may safely be asserted that when Arius revolted from the 
doctrine which had become t r a d i t i o n a l i n the Christian Church 
• concerning the Person of Christ, he had no intention of disrupting, 
f a r less destroying C h r i s t i a n i t y , though l a t e r i t was realised that 
t h i s , would have been the l o g i c a l conclusion of his doctrine. He 
had-been sincerely troubled as to how to reconcile the Persa n of 
Christ with the b e l i e f i n one God, and his solution was to accord to 
Christ the highest honour ^ ort of f u l l d i v i n i t y . The cnix of the 
matter was' t h a t , f o r Arius, Christ remained only a creature, so 
that J i f He were calledGod, i t was only i n a lower and improper 
sense. His ablution proved a t t r a c t i v e and he soon found himself 
w i t h strong support not" only among his own friends i n Sgyot but also 
among bishops i n other countries, such as those of Caesarea, Tyre, 
and Laodicea, and at court with the Emperor's s i s t e r Constantia. 
Indeed/ 
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Indeed so strong had Arianism become by the year 3 2 5 that i n some 
quarters i t came as something of a surprise v;hen the Council of 
Nicaea rejected an Arianising creed. But the result of t h i s 
Council was that Arius foiand himself abandoned by nearly a l l his 
friends-^ and Arianism was condemned almost unanimously. For 
nearly 3 0 years a f t e r Nicaea Arianism re'mained under a cloud, but 
i t s t i l l had i t s supporters and events were soon to prove that, 
•though anxious t o uphold the d i v i n i t y of Christ, the Eastern oishops 
had nevertheless been compelled t o go f u r t h e r than they wished i n 
the formulation and 31 bscription of the Nicene creed. Indeed, i f 
the v i c t o r y of the anti-Arian part„ at Nicaea came as a surprise, 
the reaction which followed the Nicene decisions was no less sur-
p r i s i n g . At f i r s t i t seemed as i f Nicaea had crushed Arianism 
f o r ever, andyet i n an incredibly short space of time the struggle 
was q u i e t l y resumed. 
This Arian reaction had i t s o r i g i n i n the East and sprang, not 
from an extreme group of Arians^, but from the conservatives, such 
as Eusebius of Caesarea. I t was impossible at t h i s stage, of 
course,, to attack the Nicene creed d i r e c t l y but they sought to 
undermine/ 
Notes. 
1. Of the 3 0 0 or so bishops present, only f i v e refused to sign the 
Nicene creed, namely Eusebius of Nicomedia, Theognis of Nicaea, 
Maris of Chalcedon, Theonas of Marmarica and Secondus of 
Ptolemais. Eventually EUB ebius. Maris an! Theognis did sign, 
ard, because they alone held out, only Theonas and Secundus were 
anathematised with Arius and his v i^ri tings, cf. Soz. I , 21. 
2. Such an attempt would have been doomed fo f a i l u r e from the s t a r t ; 
i n f a c t the i aders of the reaction did nob dare publicly to 
aVTiJw themselves as Arians u n t i l the year 3 5 7 -
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undemine the .authority of the council of Nicaea by procuring the 
return of the exiles and attacking the leading Nicenes, such as 
Eustathius of Antioch, Marcellus of Ancyra and Athahasius^. 
The :iatter, f o r t h e i r part, defended the action taken at Nicaea 
and rebutted the accusations of the Eusebians at such synods as 
Rome 341 and Western Sardica 342. 
In 3 5 1 came one of the turning points i n the controversy 
because i n that year Constantius gained a signal v i c t o r y at Mursa 
over the usurper Magnentius, and became v i r t u a l l y sole r u l e r of the 
Empire. I t i s d i f f i c u l t to say what precisely had made Constantius 
support the'Arian cause. Since his father's death he had been r u l e r i 
of the East and had no doubt come i n contact with Arians and Arian 
ideas. He would also be influenced by the' fact that the majority 
of the l i shops i n the East were of t h i s persuasion. Furtheraiore 
he had suffered some h'umiliation at the hands of Atnanasius i n 
345/6 when he had been compelled to write three l e t t e r s to bid the 
bishop of Alexandria return home, and the course of events a f t e r 
3 5 1 wouH seem to indicate that Constantius was actuated by a 
personal hatred of Athanasius. Sulpicius Severus"^ suggests, too, 
that he had been won over to the anti-Nicene party by a t r i c k of 
Valens, bishop of Mursa. The l a t t e r had been i n the t r a i n of the 
Emperor, and, as he learned the result of the b a t t l e of Mursa sooner 
than the Emperor, had announced i t to him, asserting that an angel 
had/ 
Notes. ^ . 
3 . cf. the work of councils l i k e those of Tyre 3 3 5 J Jerusalem 3 3 5 , 
' Constantinople 3 3 6 , Dedication Antioch 341, Eastern Sardica 34-2. 
4. H.S. I I , 38". 
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had brought him the news, and thus had reestablished his influence 
over the mind of Constantius. 
^Ifliatever the reason, his adherence to the anti-Nicene party 
can not be doubted, and his v i c t o r y at Mursa had two important 
consequences f or the Ch'urch. F i r s t l y , the Eusebians were not slow 
t o take, advantage of the great opport'onity thus afforded them and 
immediately began openly to work f o r the reestablishment of 
Arianism-^-. With Gonstantius as patron, they were able to pursue 
a much bolder policy than h i t h e r t o . Secondly, until- 3 5 l the 
Western Church had been l e f t comparatively ijintroubled by the CD n-
troversy which had rent the Eastern h a l f of the Empire. But now 
Aria.nism came i n t o the West with, the f u l l support of the Emperor, 
ably assisted b^ his henchmen,^ Valens and Ursacius; and the one 
Chux'ch above a l l others destined to -play an important and decisive 
role i n r e s i s t i n g t h i s heresy was that of Gaul. 
. B) The Church of Gaul and Lif e of Hilary to ^53-
The beginnings of the Christian Church i n Gaul are f o r the 
most part vague and i n d i s t i n c t , but i t seems certain that 
C h r i s t i a n i t y reached Gaul l a t e . De l a Tour^ declares that the 
episcopal organisation of Gaul, i f we except some c i t i e s such as 
Lyons, Vienne, Aries, does not go beyond the fourth century. Even 
at the end of that century, i n the d i s t r i c t s which witnessed the 
missionary/ 
Notes. 
5 . e.g. the council of Sirmiijm 3 5 1 , held, without doubt, at the 
request of Valens i n order to discredit the Nicenes through 
a f i n a l attack on Photinus. 
6. Les. Origines Religieuses de l a France p.-5' 
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missionary a c t i v i t i e s of Martin of Tours, the old r e l i g i o n of 
Druidism s t i l l prevailed'^^. Not t M t the . Gallic Church had not 
already had i t s moments of d i s t i n c t i o n ; indeed the e a r l i e s t , 
d e f i n i t e , h i s t o r i c a l evidence f o r the a c t i v i t y of the Christian 
Church i n Gaul i s at the same time a noble t r i b u t e to i t s zeal and 
constancy^. But i t i s to the fourth century that the general 
foundation of C h r i s t i a n i t y i n Gaul must be assigned. With the 
other churches i n the Roman Empire i t shared i n the great increase 
i n numbers and prestige which the imperial favour under Cois tantine 
brought, and only then was i t possible to establish churches not 
only i n the p r i n c i p a l c i t i e s but also i n the r u r a l areas. 
Young as i t was, the Gallic church could not escape participa-
t i o n i n the various controversies of the fourth century. At the 
Council of Aries 314-j which dealt with the Donatist question^ the 
following sees were represented: Aries, Vienne, Lyons, Vaison, 
Marseilles, Bordeaux, Eauze, Autun, Rouen, Reims, Treves and 
Cologne. >But i t i s rather surprising to f i n d that not a single 
Gallican bishop i s d e f i n i t e l y known to have attended the Council of 
Nicaea9, although we can hardly doubt that some at least from the 
c a p i t a l tovms would be thiere. The f i r s t knovm contact with the 
controversy was when Athanasius was exiled to Treves by Constantine 
i n 336. There, he was welcomed by Constantine I I and Maximin, 
bi shop/ 
Notes. 
. 7 . cf. E. Male: La f i n du paganisme en Gaule (Paris 1 9 5 0 ) 
8. c f . the l e t t e r i n Eus. E. H. V, i concerning the persecution i n 
Lyons and Vienne under Marcus Aurelius. 
9 . G. Morin, i n Rev. Ben. XVI, I 8 9 9 , p.7 2 - 7 5 , suggests that a case 
can be made out f o r the presence of one Gallic bishop. 
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bishop of Treves. Then, there i s extant a l i s t of 34 bishops, 
described as Gallican, who joined i n the acquittal of Athanasius 
by Western SardicaJ^^ but the names of t h e i r sees are not given. 
The tvD Emperors, Constantine I I and Constans, do not seem to 
have taken a very active part i n the a f f a i r s of the Western Church, 
and the Church of Gaul, l i k e most of the other churches i n the West, 
thus l e f t to i t s e l f , gave almost wholehearted support to Athanasius 
and the Nicene creed. But the change i n the p o l i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n , 
wiiich occurred i n 351, greatly aided the Arian cause i n Gaul, as 
i n the rest of the West; indeed, i t i s no exaggeration to say that 
Arianism ov/ed i t s establishment i n Gaul to the influence of 
CoiBtantius. Only a f t e r his accession as sole r u l e r was there any 
strong or determined support of Arianism there. But i t was i n 
Gaul^ too, that COIB tantius was to f i n d an opponent to his Arianism 
"as zealous and as courageous as Athanasius i n the East". 
Swete writes: " I t i s true that the West produced no great 
schools of thought l i k e that of Alexandria or Antioch, and no l o c a l 
group of great theologians such as the three Cappadocian Fathers. 
I t s w r i t e r s were i n many cases moulded by the influence of e a r l i e r 
or contemporary Greek theology and they translated or reproduced i n 
L a t i n dress the teaching of Origen or Eusebius, Basil or the 
Gregories. Yet among the Western Fathers of the fourth and 
f i f t h centuries there are commanding personalities who have no 
superior i n the East and not a fev; lesser authors of high merit. 
A/ • 
Notes. 
10. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 50. 
11. P a t r i s t i c Study p.115. 
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A succession of- champions of the Nicent,^ f a i t h was call'ed f o r t h by 
the e f f o r t s of Arianism to capture the orthodox West". Into 
Gaul, at the beginning of the fourth centuryi.was bom one of the 
greatest, niost i n f l u e n t i a l and po'#erful of these, a man destined 
to play a great part i n the l i f e not only of the Gallic di urch but 
of the whole Mediterranean world, namely, Hilary of Poitiers. 
Today Hila r y i s one--of the least studied of the Fathers and yet 
his importance can be gathered from the t i t l e "The Athanasius of 
the West", given him by Due de Broglie, an apt t i t l e indeed because 
the work, position and cause represented by Athanasias i n the East 
was ably upheld i n the West by the bishop of Poitiers. 
12 
R.T. Smith writes that the t r u e s t , noblest airl most effective 
maintainer of orthodoxy i n the West was not the bishop of Rome of 
tlie time but the Gallic bishor-, Hilary. 
That H i l a r y was born i n Gaul i s admitted by all'''^ and indeed 
i n the d i s t r i c t of Aquitaine, which at that time surpassed a l l the 
other provinces of Gaul i n "urbanitas"-^'^ and was the focus of 
Roman culture"'"^. There has been some doubt as to the exact place 
of his birth-^^ but i t seems safe to rest on the authority of 
17 
Jerome and Portunatus who assert that he was born at Poi t i e r s . ' 
The date of his b i r t h i s unknown but must be placed i n the early 
years of the f o u r t h century. I n his writings Hilary i s curiously 
r e t i c e n t / 
Notes. 
12. The Church i n Roman Gaul p . l B l . 
13. cf. Aug. c . I u l . I , 55"Quis enim ignorat Hilarium episcopun 
Galium". 
14. Sulp. Sev. Dial I . • 
15- T. Haarhoff "Schools' of Gaul" p.46. 6. cf. F. Chamard, Hist. Eccles.du poitou, Bk.I ch.VII p.202sq. 7 Jer. Comm. d Gal. Praef. Fort. Miscell. Bk.8 di .1 . 
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reticent, about himself and his jarents. TEat he came from a wealthy 
family may^e in f e r r e d from the excellent education and t r a i n i n g 
which he seems to have had, and also from the alternatives which 
arose before him as a young man about to set out on the voyage of 
l i f e and seeking "an emplo;innent adequate to the powers of human 
l i f e and righteous i n i t s e l f " . . One of these was to lead a l i f e o f 
leisure cauli ned with wealth; he must therefore have been i n a 
positi o n to enjoy t h i s , since othen^ise he would not have considered 
i t . -Fortunatus indeed affirms that he came from a noble family^^ 
19 
and that .his parents were Christian .^ But the l a t t e r assertion 
seems to contradict the account given by Hilary at the beginning 
of his "De Trinitate"20, t h i s work there i s no sign of his 
having been brought up from b i r t h i n the Christian f a i t h ; rather 
there i s depicted an earnest young man reared i n a pagan society, 
imbued w i t h the various pagan ideasof the Divine Being ana finding 
.them wanting, suddenly Q-IANCING upon the books of the Old Testament 
and tlirough them gaining an insight i n t o the mystery of the Divine 
nature unattainable by any-human power of mind alone. I f he had 
been nurtured from b i r t h i n the Christian f a i t h , then the Holy 
Scriptures/ 
Notefe. 
IB . "apud Gallicanas familias n o b i l i t a t i s lampade non obscurus, 
imo magis prae ceteris gra t i a generositatis ornatus f u i t " . 
19. P.L. IX, col.187 "a cunabulis tanta sapientia primitiva eius 
lactabatur i n f a n t i a , ut iam tunc potuisset i n t e l l e g i , Christum 
i n suis causis pro obtinenda v i c t o r i a necessarium s i b i militem 
iussisse propagari". 
20. Bk. I . ^ l s q . Some scholars, such as Coustant and Chamard, have 
t r i e d to reconcile the two' by refusing to take the l a t t e r 
account l i t e r a l l y , but there i s nothing i n the "De T r i n i t a t e " 
to substantiate t h i s opinion. 
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Scriptures and t h e i r contents would have been f a m i l i a r to him from 
childhood and he v/ould have been thus early acquainted with the 
idea of God contained therein; there could have been no sud-den 
CHAirciNG on vhat i s one of the earthly foundations of the Christian 
f a i t h . This .impression v/ould seem to be confirmed by Augastirje 
who describes H i l a r y as coming to the Faith laden, l i k e Cyprian, 
Lactantius and others, with the gold and s i l v e r ana raiment of 
E g y p t A u b e r ^ ^ , on the basis of the eminence of Hilary's 
father, suggests that his psarents wauld be- pagans because emperors 
did not then give high positions to Christians. So i t seems 
probable that H i l a r y was not born i n t o a Christian family. 
Nothing certain i s knw n about his education. From 
Ausonius and others we leai-n how complete was the provision f o r 
teaching at Bordea^iax arid elsewhere i n Gaul. Bordeaux, the ca p i t a l 
of Aquitainejwas at that time a true centre of i n t e l l e c t u a l 
23 
culture I n his Ep. ad Rust. I , 4jJerome states that the 
schools i n Gaul were then i n t h e i r most f l o u r i s h i n g state. I n 
view of t h i s high standard of culture and of the opportunities 
available for.the highest education i n Gaul i t s e l f , there i s no 
need to conjecture, as some have done, that Hilary went elsewhere 
t o / 
Notes. 
21. De Doct. C h r . I I , 40. cf. also Jer. I s . XLVIII, 13. H i l . De 
Trin . VI, 19-21 and Ps LXI, 2. • 
22. Vie des Saints de I'Eglise de P o i t i e r s . 
23. cf. Haarhoff I.e. p.46sq. 
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to complete his education^^. I n view of the f l o u r i s h i n g position 
of l e t t e r s and l i t e r a t u r e i n Aquitaine i n his day, i t i s more 
l i k e l y that Hilary received there the f i r s t - r a t e education which 
was to bear i-ich f r u i t i n his l a t e r work. There he v/ould receive 
his grounding i n Greek which was to prove so useful i n his studies 
of the works of Origen and i n his worK on the Scriptures, ana also 
his t r a i n i n g i n rhetoric and i n the Latin language and l i t e r a t u r e . 
Jerome asserts that Hilary was a deliberate i m i t a t o r of the style 
of Q u i n t i l i a n . He also describes H i ^ i y ' s d i g n i f i e d rhetoric as 
"mounted on Gallic buskin and adorned with flowers of Greece" and 
cal l s Hilary "the PJione of Latin eloquence". But he c r i t i c i s e s his 
entanglement i n long periods and says his v/orks are not made f o r 
readersof mediocre learning. This i s , i n part, a j u s t i f i e d 
c r i t i c i s m ; Hilary's sentences are often laboriously long, yet 
they are per f e c t l y constructed and due allowance has to be made 
f o r the hardness and profundity of the thoughts he i s conveying. 
Erasmus l a t e r makes somev/hat the same c r i t i c i s m when he accuses 
Hila r y of being rather d e f i c i e n t i n severity and s i m p l i c i t y of style. 
I n addition to his l i t e r a r y studies,- Hilary would also receive 
t r a i n i n g / 
Notes. 
24. The Benedictine-editor asserts that i n his f i r s t yeairs Hilary 
was of obtuse a b i l i t y but that he set out f o r Rome and thence 
to Greece and by ten years' assiduous study overcame t h i s 
natural d i f f i c u l t y ejid obtained the graces of rare wisdom, 
erudition and eloquence. Jerome (Ep. ad Rust. I , 4 ) , too 
takes i t as natural procedure that a student i n Ga.ul 'would 
complete his education i n Rome: "ac post studia.. .Gallaruj'n... 
m i s i t Roraam....ut ubertatem G a l l i c i nitoremque sermonis gravitas' 
Romana condiret". But there i s no evidence that Hilary ever 
did t h i s . 
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t r a i n i n g i n philosophy, which would include l o g i c , to viiich, 
judging from hl^s w r i t i n g s , he seems to have been specially 
attracted, some knowledge of natural phenomena to be used f o r ' 
purposes of analogy^?, and speculative thought, dominated at that 
time by Neoplatonism. Perhaps i t was from his studies i n 
Neoplatonism that there arose his desire f o r knowledge of God and 
f o r union with Him. Moreover, t h i s perhaps proved the l i n k wiich 
bound him so closely with Origen f o r the i a t t e r was likewise 
greatly attracted by Neoplatonism. 
Thus prepared, Hilary set himself to study the Scriptures. 
What had led him to t h i s , we do not d e f i n i t e l y know; from' his 
description i n the "De T r i n i t a t e " , i t would seem to have been 
rather i n the nature of a 'providential act of God than any worki%-
on man's part. Nowhere do we hear of any s p i r i t u a l mentor whose 
personal influence or works disposed him to ta^e t h i s step. His 
search a f t e r the Truth seems to have been an independent one, 
guided only bj the hand of God. The philosophical systems \tiich 
claimed to t r e a t of the nature of the Divine Being had-been weighed 
i n the balance and found wanting. The l i f e of ease and wealth 
had been rejected because i t seeraainot f a r removed from the level 
of animal existence. Then the precepts of the philosophers who 
taught that t o keep the soul free from blame and evade by fore-
si ght or elude by s k i l l or endure with patience the troubles of 
l i f e / 
Notes. 
25. c f . De Tri n . V, 11; V I I , 14; IX, 4; X,14. I n Matt. XXI, 8. 
• I n Ps. CXVIII, Ain, 16. 
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l i f e , were r e j e c t e d as negative counsels, not coiapetent t o lead 
t o the good and happy l i f e ; men needed to knov/ not only the 
precepts necessary f o r r i g h t a c t i o n and l i v i n g a good l i f e bat 
also something about the God t o Whom we owe our existence. The 
philosophers cou]d give no d e f i n i t e or sound knowledge of the . 
Divine Bein£ and s.o were'rejected. Then he chanced on the 
Scriptures and found i n God's utterance " I am t h a t I ain" the tr u e 
s o l u t i o n t o h i s questiondconcernin£ the nature of God. He was 
s t i l l deeply'conscious cf much weakness both i n body and i n s p i r i t , 
but l i g h t and'^ensolation came t o him through reading the Fourth 
Gospel and the gl a d t i d i n g s announced there of the I n c a r n a t i o n of 
the Son of God. 
How o l d he was when t h i s conversion to C h r i s t i a n i t y took 
place we do not know b i t Fortunetus^^ states t h a t he was married 
and had a daughter^'^. \Vhether h i s w i f e was a C h r i s t i a n and 
i n f l u e n c e d him, whether she became a C h r i s t i a n at the same time 
as h e r husband, are questions t o Vihich no answer can be given. 
Nor do we know the post which H i l a r y hela before be became a 
C h r i s t i a n , although i t has been suggested, on the basis of h i s 
education and rank, t h a t he v\rouli be e i t h e r one o f the o f f i c e r s 
attached t o the court of the Governor of Gaul, known as " c a r i a l e s " , 
o r / 
Notes. 
26. V i t a S. H i l . I , 6. 
27. Some w r i t e r s , such as Fechtrup and Watson, t r e a t t h i s daughter 
as legendary. 
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28 or else a municipal magistrate . , 
The only i n d i c a t i o n a v a i l a b l e which helps t o i''ix an approxiui-
ate date f o r h i s conversion and e l e v a t i o n t o the episcopate i s a 
phrase i n h i s "De Synodis" 91s "regeneratus prideui et i n 
episcopatu a l i q u a n t i s p e r manens", de s c r i b i n g how, though he had 
l o n g since j o i n e d the C h r i s t i a n Church and been a bishop f o r sodie 
t i i i i e , he had never heard the Nicene creed u n t i l h i s e x i l e i n 35fn. 
His CD nversion might t h e r e f o r e be placed c.350 or a l i t t l e e a r l i e r , 
and h i s e l e v a t i o n t o the episcopate 0.353^9. How H i l a r / e.nplo/ed 
the time betv/een h i s conversion and e l e v a t i o n , whether he entered 
the m i n i s t r y of the Church of P o i t i e r s , we can not say. Fortunatus 
t e l l s us t h a t he l e d the l i f e of a p e r f e c t C h r i s t i a n layman,sothat 
while s t i l l i n a l a y o f f i c e he possessed, by the d i v i n e w i l l , the 
grace of a p o n t i f f a v o i d i n g the communion of Jews and h e r e t i c s , 
spreading the words of t r u t h redounding t o the f r u i t of the f a i t h 
among the people. 
As there i s no evidence t o the contrary, i t i s possible t h a t 
H i l a r y was r a i s e d , l i k e Ambrose, s t r a i g h t from the l i f e of a layman 
t o the episcopate. I n h i s w r i t i n g s i s p l a i n l y v i s i o l e h i s high 
regard f o r the v/or-k and l i f e of a bishop^^. 
According t o one t r a d i t i o n , he i s said t o have succeeded 
Maxentius, the b r o t h e r cf .Maximinus of Treves^"""; but t h i s 
a u t h o r i t y / 
Notes. 
28. c f . Cazenovel.c. 
29. c f . T i l l . Mem. V I I , 438. We hear.also of M a r t i n of Tours 
coming t o P o i t i e r s when H i l a r y was already a bishop and stay-
i n g w i t h him as h i s d i s c i p l e f o r a tew years before H i l a r y 
went i n t o e x i l e . 
30. c f . Ps.67112-13. Ps.118, 14^^3, 4f Matt.X, 4. De T r i n . V I I , 1; 
X I I , 20. Also see Reinkens p.jOsq.• 
31. c f . V i t a S.- Maximini by Lupus' of F e r r i e r e . 
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a u t h o r i t y f o r the existence of the see of P o i t i e r s before H i l a r y 
i s o f no value, and Duchesne32 places Maxentius as f i f t h a f t e r 
H i l a r y . So another t r a d i t i o n would have him as the f i r s t bishop 
of P o i t i e r s ; .the episcopal l i s t at any r a t e does not f u r n i s h a 
d e c i s i v e argument f o r going back e a r l i e r . However t h a t may be, 
i t i s p l a i n t h a t , vshile the c i t y of P o i t i e r s was one of the most 
important o f Aquitaine^-^, the see had then no great importance i n 
the eyes of the G a l l i c Church. S t i l l , l i k e almost every other 
see i n the West at t h i s time, i t had great p o t e n t i a l i t i e s , since 
t o be a bishop i n Qaul was t o h o l d a p o s i t i o n of importance, ov;ing 
t o the s c a r c i t y of Dioceses and t h e i r huge geographical extent. 
This, then, was the p o s i t i o n to which H i l a r y v/as raised at a 
c r u c i a l stage i n the h i s t o r y o f the Western Church, because 
Constantius and h i s s a t e l l i t e s Valens, Ursacius and Saturninus of 
Ar i e s (one of the few G a l i l e a n Arians) were now making determined 
e f f o r t s t o coerce the Western bishops i n t o condemning Athanasius. 
H i l a r y had thus t o face the A r i a n challenge from the very beginning 
of h i s episcopate. 
C) H i l a r y and the A r i a n Controversy from ^53 t o ^60. 
Immediately f o l l o w i n g the f i n a l v i c t o r y of Constantius over 
Magnentius i n 353, the anti-Nicene p a r t y set out t o a v a i l i t s e l f 
of the o p p o r t u n i t y now presented t o i t . For the time- being, 
d o c t r i n e / 
Notes. . • 
32. Fastes Episcopaux de I'ancienne Gaul I I , 77.-.33. c f . Amn. Marc. XV, 2. Chamard I . e . I , 2 p.7o. 
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d o c t r i n e v/as kept i n the background, and Constantius began by 
demanding from the bishoDS a summary condeiiination of Athanasius. 
His aim was t o s t r i k e , an i n d i r e c t but e f f e c t u a l blow at the Nicene 
creed since t h i s creed and Athanasius were becoming i d e n t i f i e d w i t h 
each other. For t h i s purpose, t h e r e f o r e , a c o u n c i l was suinmoned 
t o meet a t Aries i n the v^inter of 353 w i t h Saturninus as president. 
I t r e s u l t e d i n a reso-onding v i c t o r y f o r the i m p e r i a l p o l i c y because 
the d e c i s i o n condemning Athanasius was almost unanimous; even 
the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the bishop o f Rome, Vincent of Capua, con-
sented, although L i b e r i u s l a t e r disavowed him. Out of a l l the 
bishops present, only one, Paulinus of Ti'eves, refused t o sign, and 
f o r h i s steadfastness, was e x i l e d t o Phrygia. Two years of uneasy 
peace ensued, w h i l e the Emperor was engaged i n v/arfare on the 
f r o n t i e r s . Then, i n 355? another c o u n c i l was held at, Milan and 
again ended i n a v i c t o r y for the court party.- Only three bishops 
refused t o sign the condemnation of Athanasius, namely, Dionysius 
of M i l a n , Eusebius of V e r c e l l i ard L u c i f e r of G a g l i a r i , and they 
s u f f e r e d the same f a t e as Paulinus. 
At n e i t h e r of these councils i s any reference made to H i l a r y , 
and i t seems u n l i k e l y t h a t he was present. Probably he d i d not 
receive an i n v i t a t i o n t o attend because .of the unimportant p o s i t i o n 
o f h i s see i n the Church of Gaul a t t h i s time. Perhaps, too, he 
may have been r e l u c t a n t t o attend3'^, e s p e c i a l l y i n view of h i s 
recent e l e c t i o n t o the episcopate. His l a t e r a t t i t u d e would seem 
t o / 
Notes. 
34. c f . the a t t i t u d e , of Eusebius of V e r c e l l i v/ith regard t o the 
c o u n c i l of M i l a n . 
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t o i n d i c a t e t h a t , i f he had been present, he could not have 
remained s i l e n t i n face of the heavy defeat of the orthodox. 
His f i r s t entrance i n t o the c o n f l i c t took place s h o r t l y a f t e r 
the c o u n c i l o f Milan, when, supported by other G a l l i c bishops, he 
separated from the communion of Satuminus, Ursacius, and Valens^^. 
V/hat made H i l a r y take up h i s .stand against Arianism? I t might 
have.been (1) t h a t , l i k e the m a j o r i t y of the Western oishops, he 
i n h e r i t e d the Western t r a d i t i o n of supporting Athanasius and the 
Nicene creed (2) t h a t he had come i n contact v/ith Athanasius d u r i n ^ 
the l a t t e r ' s sojourn i n Gaul (3) t h a t he was l e a t o adopt t h i s 
p o s i t i o n through h i s study of,the S c r i p t u r e s . 
We d) not know how f a r he succeeded nor how many G a l l i c 
bishops f o l l o w e d h i s 3e ad i n t h i s matter. ' But v/hat i s c e r t a i n i s 
t h a t , by t h i s courageous a c t i o n , he exposed himself immediately 
t o the vengeance of the court bfshops and Constantius, w i t h the 
memories of,Magnentius s t i l l f r e s h i n h i s mind, was bouna t o regard 
t h i s as a new, i f e c c l e s i a s t i c a l , r e b e l l i o n i n Gaul. I t was 
i n e v i t a b l e t h a t H i l a r y ' s a c t i v e caaroaign against Arianism should 
soon be brought t o an end, t e m p o r a r i l y at any r a t e . About t h i s 
same time, the defenders of the Nicene creed, Athanasius, Ossius, 
Liberius,- were being r u t h l e s s l y attacked; and H i l a r y was t o be no 
exception/ 
Notes. 
35. c f . H i l . c. Const.2. Saturninus of Aries occupies an e v i l 
preeminence i n the w r i t i n g s of the orthodox, being represented 
as immoral, v i o l e n t and.apt t o seek the a i d of the c i v i l power 
against the defenders of the Nicene creed. H i l a r y u n i t e s 
w i t h S u l p i c i u s Severus i n censuring him more than h i s comrades. 
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exception. He was compelled t o attend a c o u n c i l h e l d a t B i t e r r a e 
(now Beziers, not f a r from the Gulf of Lyons) under the presidency 
of Saturninus i n the Spring of 356^^. We can not be sure e i t h e r 
o f what a c t u a l l y took place at the c o u n c i l or of what were the 
a c t u a l charges brought against H i l a r y - he himself i s very vag'ue 
when r e f e r r i n g t o i t i n h i s virritings - but we know t h a t the 
chaTges concerned, not h i s f a i t h , but h i s conduct. H i l a r y t r i e d 
t o r a i s e a question of f a i t h but was refused a hearing^''. I t 
was the p o l i c y o f the court p a r t y not t o discuss doctrine,- and 
through h i s recent outburst he had given them ample opportunity t o 
accuse him of being a danger t o the p u b l i c peace and, through t h i s , 
t o secure h i s banishment^^. So H i l a r y was deposed by the c o u n c i l 
and, i n s t e a d o f ' s e c u r i n g h i s aim, which was t o o b t a i n conf i i r n a t i o n 
of the sentence of Western Sardica concerning Athanasius, he found 
h i m s e l f charged w i t h s e d i t i o n before the Caesar J u l i a n . The 
l a t t e r , however, v;ould take no p a r t i n the dispute e i t h e r because 
he f e l t the issue was too serious f o r him t o decide without 
reference t o the Emperor or because he d i d not wish t o outrage the 
dominant/ 
Notes. 
36. The exact date of t h i s c o u n c i l i s not knovm, but i t must have 
been he l d not l o n g a f t e r the synod of Milan 355* Furthermore 
the Caesar J u l i a n v/as present and so t h i s must have been when 
he was sojourning i n Gaul during preparations f o r h i s FJiine 
campaign o f 356/357' Now J u l i a n l e f t Milan i n December 355 
and spent the w i n t e r at Vienne, and i t was not u n t i l June 356 
t h a t he was at Autun on the road t o the Rhine (Amm. Marc. Res 
• gestae XV, XVI). A l l t h i s points t o the s p r i n g of 356 as the 
probable time of. the c o u n c i l of Beziers. 37. H i l . c. Const. 2.cf. B I . 
38. Gv/atkin takes another view and holds t h a t the charge was one 
of .immorality. 
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dominant church f e e l i n g i n Gaul and a l i e n a t e sympathies v/hich he 
might need i n f u t u r e ( e s p e c i a l l y when, as events were t o prove, he 
was not i n t e r e s t e d i n e i t h e r . s i d e ) . The cJiarge was then c a r r i e d 
t o Constantius39, who acted at once and i n the summer of 3I?'6 e x i l e d 
» 
H i l a r y t o Phrygia i n the Diocese of Asia along w i t h Bhodanius, 
tiishop o f Toulouse"^^. 
Before proceeding f u r t h e r , we must review another side of 
H i l a r y ' s a c t i v i t i e s as bishop, namely, h i s l i t e r a r y a c t i v i t y before 
going i n t o e x i l e . To t h i s p e r i o d belongs the Comijaentary on St. 
.Matthew's Gospel, the e a r l i e s t of the extant and probably the 
41 
e a r l i e s t of a l l H i l a r y ' s w r i t i n g s . I t was also the f i r s t 
complete commentary on a Gospel produced by the L a t i n V/est and 
probably w r i t t e n i n the f i r s t instance f o r the b e n e f i t of h i s 
di.urch at P o i t i e r s . P r i o r t o t h i s . C h ristians who understood 
only L a t i n and not Greek - probably the p o s i t i o n of most Christians 
i n Gaul and i n the West g e n e r a l l y by t h i s time' - d i d not possess 
any commentary on a Gospel or E p i s t l e . ' I t i s j u s t l y rec.coned 
among the most eminent claims of H i l a r y t o our regard t h a t he was 
the f i r s t i n the West t o perceive t h i s want and attempt t o supply 
i t . 
Another i n c i d e n t d u r i n g t h i s p e r i o d must be mentioned. A 
t r i b u t e t o the fame of H i l a r y as a teacher i s seen i n the v i s i t 
p a i d t o him by M a r t i n , the f u t u r e bishop'of. Tours. M a r t i n , born i n 
.Pannonia/ 
Notes. ' 
39* ' H i l . ad C o n s t . I I , 2. 
40. Sulp. Sev. Chron. I I , 39. 
4 1 . That i t was w r i t t e n very e a r l y i s shown by the f a c t t h a t there 
i s no a l l u s i o n t o Arianism i n i t . . -
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44 
ca.pture the whole of the West 
H i l a r y ' s e x i l e i n Phrygia however, was t o prove another o i i .• 
those happenings where, under the providence of God, misfortune i s 
45 
turn e d t o b l e s s i n g . 11: l a s t e d from 356 ^ t i l l autjmn-359 but he 
used t h a t time i n a number of ways b e n e f i c i a l t o himself, t o the 
church of h i s day and t o p o s t e r i t y . He came t o the East as a 
bishop of the G a l l i c Church and, though h i s ideas about the Nicene 
creed were somewhat vague, a defender'and upholder of orthodoxy and 
Athanasius. Immediately, he entered.an.atmosphere f a r removed from 
t h a t of Gaul. Instead of the simple f a i t h of the West, he• found 
the East teeming w i t h a l l shades of opinion; i t provided an 
the 
^ e x c e l l e n t environment f o r ^ m a t u r i n g of h i s own t h e o l g g i c a l ideas. 
Fo r t u n a t e l y , h i s e x i l e v/as not r i g o r o u s ; circumstances indeed 
created f o r him a p r i v i l e g e d s i t u a t i o n . V/hen he a r r i v e d i n e x i l e , 
the anti-Nicene p a r t y v/as triumphant; - i n the East a l l the great 
episcopal sees were i n i t s power, and i n the West the most notable 
of i t s opponents had been banished. But now came a change i n the 
character and p o l i c y of t h i s p a r t y . The. d i v i s i o n s , h i t h e r t o 
COncealed/ 
Notes. 
44. c f . the extreme A r i a n manifesto issued by a Western co u n c i l 
a t Simiujn i n the' middle of 357- H i l a r y learned l a t e r t h a t 
t h i s manifesto d i d not gain anything l i k e u n i v e r s a l acceptance 
' i n Gaul. 
45. S u l p i c i u s Severus, Chron. I I , 39, says t h a t " H i l a r y and the 
others were d r i v e n i n t o e x i l e 45 years ago when A r b i t i o and 
L o l l i a n u s v;ere consuls... But i t i s well-knovm t h a t the persons 
e x i l e d v/ere celebrated by the admiration of the v/hole world and 
that.abundant supplies of money were c o l l e c t e d t o meet t h e i r 
vmnts while they were v i s i t e d by deputies of the c a t h o l i c 
people from almost a l l the provinces". 
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concealed.in face of the orthodox challenge, came t o the surface 
when.on:e t h i s challenge was removed, and soon three d i s t i n c t , but 
h o s t i l e , grouT-s made t h e i r appearance (1) the extreme Arians or 
Anomoeans (2) the Homoeans, a p o l i t i c a l , r a t h e r than d o c t r i n a l , 
group, and (3) the conservative Semiarians or ilomoiousians. 
Stationed i n Phrygia but having great freedom of movement, H i l a r y 
soon found h i m s e l f i n contact w i t h these groups and showed great 
i n t e r e s t i n them a l l , though h i s sympathies l a y w i t h the Semiarians. 
. He took the o p p o r t u n i t y o f examining the c o n d i t i o n of r e l i g i o n i n 
Asia Minor, formed an exceedingly unfavourable impression, 
e s p e c i a l l y w i t h regard t o the episcopate, ana has l e f t a bad rep o r t 
of h i s brother-bishops t h e r e . Nevertheless, while i n e x i l e , he 
attempted t o remove the misunderstandings \*Lich p r e v a i l e d oetv;een 
Eastern and Western bishops. On the one hand, the bishops o f Gaul, 
w i t h whom he kept i n contact ,^^imagined t h a t t h e i r brethren i n Asia 
were simply Arians; t h i s v/as a wrong impression because a large 
I 
p r o p o r t i o n of them were Semiarians not so very f a r removed from 
orthodoxy. On the other hand, the bishops of Asia thought t h a t the 
Western bishops were l a p s i n g i n t o the e r r o r of S a b e l l i a i l s m . H i l a r y 
t r i e d t o c o r r e c t these misleading conceptions not only i n h i s "De 
Synodis" but also i n h i s speech a t the coiancil o f Seleucia 359-
Perhaps the gr e a t e s t advantage of h i s e x i l e was t h a t i t gave 
him l e i s u r e t o compose a l l , or alnost a l l , of h i s p r i n c i p a l work, 
t h e / 
•Notes. 
46. Though exiled, he was not deposed from h i s see and thus was able t o 
supervise i n some p e r t the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of his'diocese.cf. ad Const 
I I , 2. The great importance which he attached to t h i s correspondence 
w i t h the G a l l i c a n episcopate i s seen i n h i s anxiety over the Ion--
s i l e n c e of h i s co rrespendents, c f . De Syn. 1. ° 
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the "De T r i n i t a t e " i n ^ ±ch h i s o r i g i n a l thought comes t o f u l l e s t 
expression. 
I n a l l these ways, then, the e x i l e proved a source of blessing., 
I t gave him time and l e i s u r e t o w r i t e , t o appreciate Eastern 
theology and the p o s i t i o n of the Eastern bishops, t o form a ' l i n k 
between East and West and so t o i n i t i a t e the process of r e c o n c i l i a -
t i o n between the Nicenes and Semiarians which was t o f i n d i t s 
completion i n the f l m l v i c t o r y a t Constantinople'38I. " I n t h i s 
i n s t a n c e , as i n tlics e o f Arius and Athanasius ana many others, e x i l e ' 
became an e f f i c a c i o u s means f o r the sDreading and strengthening 
47 
of ©nvictions" . Not only were H i l a r y ' s personal convictions 
and f a i t h strengthened, but the in f l u e n c e of such a man must have 
c a r r i e d g reat weight at a time when the t h e o l o g i c a l opinions of the 
Easterns v/ere i n such a s t a t e of f l u x . 
His e x i l e i n Phrygia came t o an end when he was orderea t o 
attend*the Eastern c o u n c i l of Seleucia i n September 359^^. 
As we have seen, u n t i l 356 i t was the conservatives i n the 
anti-Nicene p a r t y who had shovm the i n i t i a t i v e and given leadership 
t o the, p a r t y . But i n the S i m i a n manifesto of August 357 ca n^e a 
d i r e c t d i a l l e n g e t o t h i s conservative supremacy. For the f i r s t 
time since the c o u n c i l of Nicaea, the extremists caine out i n t o the 
open as avowed Arians and b o l d l y put forward a creed which was 
d e f i n i t e l y and confessedly A r i a n i n thought, i n wording and i n 
motive. But the time, was not yet r i p e f o r such thorou£ih-going 
Arianisra/,.. 
Notes. 
47. Watson I n t r o d . i n Nicene L i b r a r y Vo. IX. p. XVI-XYII. 
48. Sulp. Sev. Chron. I I , 42. 
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Arianisra. I n the West a G a l l i c synod at on; e conaeinned t h i s 
Sirmian i n a n i f e s t o ^ 9 . ; m the East the- conservative r e p l y came a t 
the synod of Ancyra 358, a synod small i n n-ambers but large i n 
a u t h o r i t y as i t was knovni t o s t a t e the opinions of a great m a j o r i t y 
of the Eastern bishops. At the end of the synod i t s legates set od 
f o r the court at Sirmi'om and were j u s t i n time t o prevent Constan-
t i u s from being won over by the Anomoeans. A new c o u n c i l was then 
h e l d and reai I t e d i n complete V i c t o r ^ f o r the conservative Semiar-
i a n s ; a conservative creed was drawn up and signed by Ursacius, 
Valens and a l l the Easterns present. The Semiarians had thus 
regained the p o s i t i o n . l o s t a t Sirmium, 357, and i f t h e i r p o l i c y 
had been w i s e l y guided, would have been i n a most favourable posi-
t i o n f o r a c t i n g as mediators between the Nicenes and the extreaie 
Arians. This dhance was . l o s t through t h e i r next move, which v/as to 
send i n t o e x i l e a great host of the avowed Arians. By t h i s 
persecution theyppoved themselves incapable of e f f e c t i n g a s o l u t i o n 
f o r soon the e x i l e s returned a l l the more embittered and a l l the 
more ready t o a t t a c k when the o p p o r t u n i t y presented i t s e l f . So 
the stage v;a.s set f o r the emergence of a p a r t y o f compromise. 
Such v/as the Homoean group, formed b> Acacius i n the East and 
Ursacius and Valens i n the West. Their name v/as ta^cen from t h e i r 
watchword S ^ o v o v ^ which probably coiaaended- i t s e l f by i t s 
i n d e f i n i t e n e s s . " I t was a term w i t h a respectable past (Athanasias 
f o r / 
Notes. 
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1 
f o r .example, IBCL used i t f r e q u e n t l y i n h i s e a r l i e r a n t l - A r i a n 
w r i t i n g s ) and a promising f u t u r e ; f o r i t would include Arianism 
50 
as e f f e c t u a l l y as the Nicene term would exclude i t " 
The strength, of t h i s new p a r t y was soon tesLea at the councils 
of Ariminum and Seleucia. The opponents there ranged themselves 
i n t o two main blocs: on the one side were the Anomoeans and 
Homoeans - the smaller of the two groups - on the other, the 
Nicenes and Semiarians; f o r great as was the l e t t e r ' s suspicion ^ 
v/ith' regard t o the Nicene creed, t h e i r f e a r and hatred of Arianism 
was even greater and, i f forced t o make a choice between the two 
extremes, there was no doubt t h a t t h e i r sympathies l a y w i t h t'he 
Nicenes. The person v/ho had done most t o remove .the b a r r i e r s of 
m i s t r u s t betv/een the Nicenes and Semiarians was H i l a r y of P o i t i e r s . 
His e x i l e had shovm him t h a t the d i f f e r e n c e between these two 
p a r t i e s was not so great as was .supposed, and t h a t , i f the mis-
understandings could be removed, i t might yet lead t o an union 
between East and West, strong enough t o s e t t l e the controversy and 
b r i n g peace t o the Church. I n h i s "De Synodis", w r i t t e n w i t h t h i s 
end i n viev/, he minimised a l l d i f f e r e n c e s and t r i e d t o induce the 
Semiarians t o accept the Nicene creed and h i s Western brethren t o 
look With favour upon the s l i g h t e s t advance made by the Easterns i n 
t h i s d i r e c t i o n . He c a r r i e d h i s v/ork of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n a step 
f u r t h e r when summoned t o the co u n c i l of Seleucia. There he v/as 
h e a r t i l y / 
Notes. 
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h e a r t i l y and, i t v/ould seem, unanimously v/elcomed by the Semiarians 
and allov/ed t o address the c o u n c i l . On behalf o f the Church i n 
Gaul he disclaimed the Sabellianism of which i t was suspected, 
s t a t e d h i s f a i t h t o the s a t i s f a c t i o n of the c o u n c i l i n accordance 
w i t h the Nicene confession, and was then received i n t o coini-aunlon 
by the Eastems^^. We know nothing of any f u r t h e r j a r t i c i p a t i o n 
o f H i l a r y i n the a f f a i r s o f t h e ' c o u n c i l . 
I t was t o be sometime y e t , however, before t h i s a l l i a n c e 
between the Nicenes and Semiarians became f i r m l y established and 
gained s u f f i c i e n t power t o enforce i t s s o l u t i o n of the controversy 
upon the whole o f the Church. 
For the present, H i l a r y ' s hopes were q u i c k l y dashed. At 
Ariminum and Seleucia nothing decisive v/as e f f e c t e a , but, at 
Constantinople, i n the more confined space and numbers of the 
Palace, v/ith more o p p o r t u n i t y f o r i n t r i g u e , the Homoeans soon 
showed themselves the only p a r t y w i t h the i n i t i a t i v e , p o l i c y ana 
a b i l i t y t o take advantage of the s i t u a t i o n , and they f-,ained a 
complete v i c t o r y . They won the day because they r e a l i s e d t h a t 
Constantius was s t i l l i n t e n t on securing a compromise which would 
i n c l u d e every colour of Arianism except the extreme Anomoeans, and 
t h e i r vague, i n d e f i n i t e creed seemed t o o f f e r the best hope of t h i s . 
The Homoean supremacy, thus set up, l a s t e d f o r n e a r l y twenty years, 
but- v/as confined t o the East. As v/e s h a l l see, almost as soon as 
t h e / 
Notes. 
51. .Sulp. Sev. Chron. I I , 42, ' 
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. the West was f r e e d from the yoke of Constantius, i t renounced the 
decisions taken a t Ariminum, Seleucia and Constantinople and 
confirmed the Nicene f a i t h . 
H i l a r y had gone" t o Constantinople v/ith the Seleucian legates, 
probably i n the hope of securing the repeal of h i s sentence of e x i l e , 
and h i s w r i t i n g s give us a glimpse i n t o h i s f e e l i n g s at t h i s 
p a r t i c u l a r time^^. I n h i s Ad C o n s t . I I , he i s s t i l l hopeful o f 
securing a j u s t hearing from the Emperor; he asks him t o put an end 
t o the e r r o r s which so confused.the Church and appeals to him both 
f o r a p u b l i c discussion v/ith Saturninus of A r i e s , v/hom he regaraed 
as the c h i e f author of h i s e x i l e and v/ho'v/as then i n Constantinople, 
and f o r an appearance i n presence of the c o u n c i l v/hich v/as then 
being h e l d , i n order t o defend the orthodox f a i t h on the a u t h o r i t y 
of Holy S c r i p t u r e . So f a r from o b t a i n i n g e i t h e r request, he d i d 
not even secure repeal of the sentence of e x i l e but was ordered 
f o r t h w i t h t o r e t u r n t o Gaul^^. According t o Sulpicius Severus^'^, 
t h i s measure was suggested t o the Emperor by the Arians i n order t o 
get r i d o f t h e i r adversary who.was represented as "a sower of 
d i s c o r d and d i s t u r b e r of the East". Loofs^'^ gives another version; 
r e l y i n g on those words of the c. Const.11 "fugere mihi sub Nerone 
l i c u i t / 
Notes. 
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l i c u i t " , he asks i f the e x i l e must not have taken f l i g h t . This 
corijecture appealed t o Wilmart who writes^'6 " h a l f sent from 
56a 
Constantinople5 h a l f a v o l u n t a r y f u g i t i v e " . X.Le Bachelet , 
hov/ever, a s K s i f t h i s i s not t a k i n g "fugere" i n to'Q rigorous a 
sense. Watson^*^ suggests t h a t the Homoeans haa been v i c t o r i o u s 
i n the s t r u g g l e w i t h the Semiarians but t h a t the s o l i d orthodoxy 
o f the West was an i n f l u e n c e which, as H i l a r y had h i n t e d i n the 
Ad C o n s t . I I , could not be ignored, v/hile even i n the East the 
Nicenes were a power' v/orth c o n c i l i a t i n g ; so the Homoeans gave a 
share of the Semiarian s p o i l s t o them^ *-^  and i t was as p a r t of the f 
same p o l i c y , and not because they were a f r a i d of h i s argujnents, 
t h a t they permitted H i l a r y t o r e t u r n t o Gaul^^. 
Probably the order t o r e t u r n t o Gaul was both a p o l i t i c a l and 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l move on the p a r t of Const-antius. I f there was one 
man capable' of d e s t r o y i n g the p o l i t i c a l "and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l p o l i c y 
which Constantius had sought so hard t o a t t a i n i n the East, t h a t 
man v/as H i l a r y . He showed t h i s t o the highest degree i n h i s 
"c.Const.", which was published s h o r t l y a f t e r the order t o r e t u r n 
and expresses h i s f e e l i n g s at the f a i l u r e of the Semiarian p a r t y , 
which he had i n p a r t suppoi'ted, and on the v/hole r e l i g i o u s 
s i t u a t i o n / 
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59- .Fortunatus, P.L.IX C0I.I9O, said t h a t Ursacius and Valens had 
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s i t u a t i o n on the eve of h i s departure f o r Gaul. I n t h i s i n v e c t i v e 
are r e f l e c t e d the sentiments of i n d i g n a t i o n which animated H i l a r y 
when the Homoeans,once returned t o pov/er,- imposea t h e i r creed, 
which had become the creed o f Constantius, and aven^ea t h e i r recent 
defeat at Ancyra by t e r r i b l e r e p r i s a l s against the Se.niarians. 
A l l hope of c o n c i l i a t i o n and union i n the near f u t u r e had d i s -
appeared. 
There i s a marked d i f f e r e n c e i n tone betv/een t h i s i n v e c t i v e 
and'the ''Ad C o n s t . I I " , but j u s t at t h i s c r i s i s H i l a r y haa seen 
enough' t o d r i v e him t o despair; "and i f v/e d r i v e men t o despair, 
we ought t o be prepared t o hear them spea.c the language of despair^? 
Constantius has now become an anti-C'nrist and he laments t h a t tue 
t r u t h i s p e r i s h i n g not through t o r t u r e and persecution but throu^^h 
b r i b e r y and i n t r i g u e . 
So j u s t as'Constantius had banished H i l a r y t o Phrygia because 
he thought him l i k e l y t o upset h i s e c c l e s i a s t i c a l p o l i c y i n the 
West, nov/ f o r a s i m i l a r reason he sends him bac/c t o Gaul as a 
possible source of t r o u b l e and unrest i f allowed t o remain i n the 
East. 
0) Return Home and Death of H i l a r y . 
The succeeding years v/ere p a r t l y occupied by h i s journey 
homeward, and a f t e r the r e t u r n , by e f f o r t s which, though of a con-
c i l i a t o r y character, a l l aimed at the r e s t o r a t i o n of the f a i t h as 
s e t / • 
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60. D.C.B.III, 63. 
_ , 49 -
set f o r t h a t NiGa.ea. 
Probably he returned home by way o f the "Via Sgnatia" v/hich 
l e d through Thessalonica t o Durazzo, thence by sea t o B r i n d i s i and 
so t o Rome, Northern I t a l y , and into.iGaul. Rufinus mentions him as 
working i n I l l y r i c u m f o r the r e s t o r a t i o n of the F a i t h , b i t i t does 
not seem l i k e l y t h a t he 'would atte.npt a t t h i s p a r t i c u l a r time t o 
att a c k the Arians i n a region where they were so s t r o n ^ ; r a t n e r 
h i s purpose v/as t o r e i n s t a t e the Wicene f a i t h i n areas where i t had 
fo r m e r l y beeh upheld and t o restore those bishops who haa been 
deceived or f a l l e n a t Ariminum. 
Socrates^"'", Sozomen^^ and Rufinus^^ mention t h a t he c a l l e d on 
the churches through which he passed t o r e t u r n t o the t r u e f a i t h 
but we do not know of any d e f i n i t e places he v i s i t e d before h i s 
a r r i v a l i n Rome^ '^. 
H i l a r y received a warm vi/elcome when he d i d eventually reach 
f o i t i e r s ^ ^ . Among those who greeted him was h i s d i s c i p l e wlartin, 
who, on hearing o f h i s r e t u r n from e x i l e , had gone t o Rome t o meet 
him/ 
• 
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66 hiia, and missing him t h e r e , had follovved on t o P o i t i e r s 
His happiness on r e t u r n i n g home, hov/ever, was inin^led w i t h 
sorrow because of the scenes he had witnessed on the way, f o r 
Gonstantius had banished a l l bishops v/ho had refusea t o accept the 
67 
formula promulgated a t Ariminu.n . But those vi/ho were thus 
banished were i n a m i n o r i t y ; according t o Sulpicius Severus only 
twenty bishoos remained f i r i i , the r e s t v/ere invei'glea by Ursacius, 
• Valens a i i i t h e i r f r i e n d s i n t o s i g n i n g the h e r e t i c a l creed of 
Ariminum. So the s i t u a t i o n i n the G a l l i c church was t h i s : on tne 
one hand were the bishops who had f a l l e n at Ariminan a m were now 
l i v i n g a t peace w i t h t h e i r A r i a n neighbours i n Saul, yet wnose f a i t h 
v^as fundaiiientally orthodox; on the other were the bishops v/ho had 
not f a l l e n , who s t e a d f a s t l y refused any compromise w i t h Arianism 
and i n pursuance o f such a p o l i c y refused t o have communion w i t h 
those who, though not Arians, had nevertheless f a l l e n . H i l a r y ' s 
aim/ 
Notes. 
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f r o i i i t of H i l a r y ' s e x i l e and ai other of h i s claims t o faiue. 
67. Soci?. I I , 37- Soz. IV, 19. Jer. adv. L u c i f . Salp. Sev. Chron. 
I I , 45. 
- 51 -
aim seems t o have been t o t r y and hola a midale course between these 
two sections. He wanted the lapsed bishops t o renounce t h e i r e r r o r 
and become r e c o n c i l e d t o the orthoaox f a i t h out he also wantea the 
orthodox extremists t o vi^elcome them i n t o communion again on t h i s 
p r o f e s s i o n cf repentance. 
^ilfitiile he may have been handicapped i n h i s work a t t h i s time by 
the suspicions aroused a:mong h i s G a l l i c brethren through h i s 
previous r e l a t i o n s w i t h the Eastern Semiarians, suspicions which he 
had t r i e d t o remove by h i s "De Synodis" and "De T r i n i t a t e " , he was 
nevertheless aided by a ciiange i n the p o l i t i c a l f i e l d . 
^Vhen H i l a r y l e f t Constantinople i n 360, Gonstantius and the 
c o u r t i e r bishop Saturninus seemed secure i n t h e i r domination both of 
the c i v i l and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a f f a i r s of Gaul. As we have seen, 
the m a j o r i t y o f the G a l l i c Uishops had been overpowered by Gonstan-
t i u s and had diared i n the general debacle of the orthoacK at 
Ariminum. But i n May 360 J u l i a n ' s troops mutinied at Paris, ana 
J u l i a n displaced Gonstantius as supreme r u l e r over Gaul. 
Satuminus now found h i m s e l f powerless. As part of h i s p o l i c y , 
J u l i a n had taken no p a r t i n the controversy but had already earned 
a name f o r h i m s e l f as a righteous governor. The h o s t i l e pov/er of 
Gonstantius having been thus rexnoved, H i l a r y found the way made 
easy f o r h i s task of inducing the bishops t o objure t h e i r profession 
at Ariminum. S u l p i c i u s Severus speaks of frequent councils held 
throughout Gaul f o r t h i s purpose; one of these was undoubtedly the 
c o u n c i l / 
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c o u n c i l o f Paris whose synodal l e t t e r i s s t i l l preserved ^. 
The West had never been a f r u i t f u l ground f o r Arianism; i t s 
c h i e f representatives there had been mere c o u r t i e r s , l i k e Ursacius, 
Valens and Saturninus, who r e l i e d f o r t h e i r s t r e ngth s o l e l y on the 
power of Constantius. V/hen t h i s was removed, 7/estern Arianism was 
l e f t w i t h no foundation. Thus i t was t h a t , w i t h the. deposition of 
Saturninus''''-^, the A r i a n p a r t y i n Gaul was soon destroyed, and a l l 
the other'Arian p r e l a t e s , who must have been few i n n^uinber, sub-
m i t t e d t o the orthodox t e s t s , w i t h one exception. Paternus of 
Perigord, a man of no speeialffame, had the courage of h i s convic-
t i o n s , stubbornly asserted h i s b e l i e f , and s u f f e r e d the same f a t e 
as Sat'urninus. S u l p i c i u s Severus asserts - though v/ith some 
'exaggeration - t h a t by h i s a c t i o n at Paris H i l a r y earned the g l o r y 
t h a t by h i s s i n g l e exertions theprovinces of Gaul were cleansed 
from the defilements of heresy. 
But the work of r e s t o r i n g the f a i t h and the bishops vmo had 
f a l l e n at Ariminum went on elsewhere and t o t h i s period also must 
• 71 
belong h i s work w i t h Susebius of V e r c e l l i . Rufinus ^ r e l a t e s t h a t 
together they " i r r a d i a t e d I t a l y , I l l y r i c U i i i and Gaul", though he adds 
t h a t H i l a r y v/as the more successful of the tv;o. Moreover, Rufinus 
d i r e c t l y connects the p u b l i c a t i o n of the "De T r i n i t a t e " w i t h t h i s 
work of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . I t seems q u i t e probaole t h a t the publica-
t i o n / 
Notes. ' • 69. A I . _ 70., c f . A I 94. 71. H.E. I , 30,31. 
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t i o n must have come sojne time a f t e r the r e t u r n from I x i l e because 
there v/as not much op p o r t u n i t y f o r i t t o be i n f l u e n t i a l before t h a t 
p e r i o d . 
Their success i n t h i s work can be gathered from H i l a r y ' s 
stateaient i n h i s "c. A'oxentium" § 5 t h a t Valens, Ursacius, Aoxentius, 
Germinius andGaius were the sole upholdersof the Ar i a n h e r i t a g e . 
H i l a r y ' s l a s t a c t i v e p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the struggle against 
Arianism seems t o have been i n h i s controversy w i t h A'jxentius of 
Milan. As we have seen, v/hen H i l a r y was e x i l e d , h i s see was not 
f i l l e d , but when Dionysius of Milan had e a r l i e r s u f f e r e d the same 
f a t e , h i s see was f i l l e d by an Eastern Arian, Auxentius"^^. 
As Dionysius d i e d i n e x i l e , Auxentias remained i n unaispatea 
possession of the see. He a t once became the leader o f the Arian 
p a r t y i n I t a l y and c o n s t i t u t e d a p o t e n t i a l danger to the safety an^ 
s e c u r i t y of Western orthodoxy. Like Valens ana Ursacius he seeuis 
t o have been a most unscrupulous person - Athanasius mentions him 
o f t e n and b i t t e r l y as a leader of the h e r e t i c s - and the d i a r i t a b l e 
tone g e n e r a l l y adopted by H i l a r y when deal i n g w i t h h i s opponents i s 
absent i n the case of Atixentius. I n the l a t t e r h a l f of 364, H i l a r y 
thought t h a t the o p p o r t u n i t y had come t o a s s a i l t h i s l a s t strong-
h o l d of Western Arianism. V a l e n t i n i a n was now Emperor, and, as he 
favoured/ 
Notes. 
72. The reason f o r t h i s was probably t h a t Milan was a much more 
important see than P o i t i e r s . The choice o f an Eastern Arian 
shov/s the dearth of s u i t a b l e A r i a n candidates i n the \7est. 
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favoured orthodoxy, H i l a r y and Eusebius hastened t o Milan i n the 
• hope of securing h i s help. Their f i r s t a c t i o n seems t o have been 
t o arouse o p p o s i t i o n against Auxentius, f o r the l a t t e r complains 
of t h i s i n h i s p e t i t i o n t o the Emperor. His appeal was successful 
and H i l a r y was f o r b i d d e n t o s t i r up the people against t h e i r bishop. 
The tiishop of P o i t i e r s , however, had other plans, and he induced 
V a l e n t i n i a n t o set up a coimnission of tv/o l a y o f f i c i a l s w i t h "some 
t e n " bishops as assessors. H i l a r y and Eusebius were both present 
and Auxentius pleaded h i s ov/n cause. According t o H i l a r y , the 
pro f e s s i o n made by Auxentius was thoroughly i n s i n c e r e , though 
V a l e n t i n i a n believed t h a t he was a c t i n g i n good f a i t h . 
L e g a l l y , Auxentius was i n a strong position'''-^ and t h i s must 
have weighed h e a v i l y w i t h V a l e n t i n i a n and been a powerful induce-
ment t o him t o give h i s support t o the bishop of Milan. Yet 
m o r a l l y i t was H i l a r y and Eusebius who were i n the r i g h t ana, as 
H i l a r y and Auxentius knev; only too w e l l , the decisions of the 
c o u n c i l of Ariminugi, on which the l a t t e r placed so greai. s t r e s s , 
had been obtained only by force and d e l i b e r a t e f r a u d . 
The outcome was t h a t H i l a r y was commanded t o r e t u r n t o Gaul 
and a t once obeyed. Once more, however, as on previous occasions, 
he used h i s pen t o give vent t o h i s f e e l i n g s and gave an account o f 
the happenings a t Milan i n h i s "c. Auxentium". 
Notes. 
73. c f . h i s important status i n Milan compared t o t h a t of H i l a r y , 
bishop of the r e l a t i v e l y unimportant see of P o i t i e r s , h i s 
a c t u a l possession of the see, h i s insistence on the a u t h o r i t y 
o f the c o u n c i l o f Arimin'um. 
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There i s much t o adinire i n the courage, steadfastness ana 
zeal displayed by H i l a r y i n defending and propagatin^ the Nicene 
f a i t h . From the day he adopted i t , not e x i l e , not i m p e r i a l d i s -
favour, not even f a i l u r e could shake h i s resolve or v/ea-^ en h i s 
confidence;- at a l l times i n a l l lands he was prepared t o uphold 
i t , no matter the consequences. While h i s e f f o r t s may o f t e n seem 
t o have met w i t h scant success, f u l l c r e d i t must be paid him f o r 
h i s f o r e s i g h t i n encouraging a Nicene—Semiarian a l l i a n c e i n oi'der 
t o secure u l t i m a t e v i c t o r y , and f o r h i s c o n t r i b u t i o n to the solu-
t i o n of the t h e o l o g i c a l problems, which underlay the controversy, 
given i n h i s "De T r i n i t a t e " . 
Though thus b u s i l y engaged i n e r a d i c a t i n g the inflaence of the 
Ar i a n heresy, H i l a r y d i d not neglect h i s l i t e r a r y v/orx< a f t e r h i s 
r e t u r n from e x i l e . Jerome mentions a book "To S a l l u s t the p r e f e c t " 
or "Against Dioscurus", which purports t o be a memoir published i n 
361/362 against the violences exercised i n Gaul by Dioscuras, v i c a r 
of the p r e f e c t S a l l u s t , when the C h r i s t i a n Church had t o combat, 
not heresy, but paganism under J u l i a n . This stru^^gle d i d not l a s t 
l o n g , the end coming v/ith the death of J u l i a n , end' throu^^h i t a l l 
the Church i n Gaul remained u n i t e d . 
, During t h i s p e r i o d also he' wrote h i s Com^nentary on Job and h i s 
Homilies on the Psalms, both of these works being adaptations from 
Origen, attempts, as i t were, t o popularise and improve upon the 
teaching/ 
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74 teaching o f Origen i n the L a t i n V/est. . 
H i l a r y has also some claim to fame as the f i r s t L a t i n C h r i s t i a r 
hymn-¥7riter. Hovif f a r he was successful i n t h i s we do not know, 
75 
f o r , according t o Jerome'-^ he complained of f i n d i n g the Gauls 
unteachable i n sacred song. 
F i n a l l y , there i s h i s h i s t o r i c a l work, of v/hich the c o l l e c t i o n 
of documents now before us represents only a p a r t . He began t h i s 
v/ork almost at the beginning of h i s episcopate and seeuis t o have 
been adding m a t e r i a l t o i t r i g h t up t o the time of h i s death. 
Jerome'^^ states t h a t he died i n the r e i g n o f Valens and 
V a l e n t i n i a n . S u l p i c i u s Severus"^"^ places h i s death more p a r t i c u l a r l y 
i n the s i x t h year of h i s r e t u r n from e x i l e . As we have seen, he 
returned home immediately a f t e r the c o u n c i l of Constantinople and 
so must have reached P o i t i e r s 3 6 0 / 3 6 I . Moreover, the l a s t event 
recorded i n h i s h i s t o r i c a l work must have taken place a t the end 
of 366 or the beginning of 367"^^. So h i s death isp-obably t o be 79 
placed e a r l y i n 367-
Notes. 
7 4 . From the Homilies on the Psalms we get an i n d i c a t i o n of 
H i l a r y ' s p a s t o r a l v/ork as bishop f o r here he i s seen imparting 
i n s t r u c t i o n t o h i s ovm f a m i l i a r congregation, and he knows 
• h i s people so w e l l t h a t he pours out whatever i s passing 
through h i s mind. 
7 5 . Comm. i n G a l . I I Praef. 
7 6 . De S c r i p t . Eccles. 100 . 
77. Chron. I I , 4 5 . 78. c f . B V, B V I . 
7 9 . Gregory of Tours, H i s t . Franc. I , 36 , puts i t i n the f o u r t h 
year of V a l e n t i n i a n and Valens, i . e . Spring 367 -Spring 368 . 
This i s also found i n Jerome's Chronicle though some MSS of 
t h i s work place i t i n the previous year ( c f . K. Helm Die 
Chronik des Hieronymus i n Eusebius Werke ( L e i p z i g I 9 1 3 ) t . V I 
p.245. 
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Series A. I . L e t t e r to Eastern bishops from a synod a t Paris c.360. 
SUMMARY. (1) I n t h e i r r e p l y t o a l e t t e r from some Easterns, the 
Gal i l e a n bishops declare t h a t a t the synods of Ariminura and Nike the 
Arians had d e c e i t f u l l y used the a u t h o r i t y of those same Easterns t o 
secure the omission o f the word "usia"(= o 3 o-iot ) because the Eastern'; 
l e t t e r made i t q u i t e c l e a r t h a t t h i s had been done v/ithout t h e i r 
knowledge and consent. (2) The Galileans, t h e r e f o r e , defend the 
use of the word "horaoousios" as put for^Nard by the Easterns against 
the Arians and used prudently i n the West t o describe the tr u e and 
l a w f u l b i r t h of the only-begotten Son of God, a t the same time 
r e p u d i a t i n g the charge of Sabellianisra so f r e q u e n t l y brought against 
them. More s i g n i f i c a n t s t i l l - they show themselves prepared, under 
c e r t a i n c o n d i t i o n s , t o accept the word "likeness" when describing the 
r e l a t i o n s of Father and Son i n the Godhead. (3) There fo l l o w s a 
condemnation of one of the .most important A r i a n tenets "He was not 
before He was born". (4) Reference i s again made t o the A r i a n 
d e c e i t concerning the word "usia" and also t o H i l a r y ' s g a l l a n t , but 
v a i n , e f f o r t s at Constantinople t o procure the condemnation.of the 
great blasphemies accepted a t Ariminum. Following the example 
of H i l a r y and the Easterns, the G a l l i c bishops excommunicate 
Auxentius, Valens, Ursacius and other Arians, r e j e c t a l l the 
blasphemies mentioned i n the Easterns' l e t t e r , and es p e c i a l l y condemn 
the apostate bishops who have been i n t r u d e d i n t o the sees of the 
e x i l e d / 
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e x i l e d c l e r g y . They also promise t o excommunicate and depose any 
G a l l i c bishop who r e s i s t s t h e i r decrees or holds a wrong opinion on 
the meaning of the word "omousion"( o ^ o o u < r i o v ) . I n conclusion 
they i n f o r m the Easterns of the excommunication of Saturninus of 
Arie s by a l l the G a l l i c a n bishops. 
GOMIsJENTARY. This synodal l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s 
c o l l e c j - i o n o f documents but i t s a u t h e n t i c i t y has never been 
questioned and, as w i l l be seen later''-, Sulpicius Severus knew of 
t h i s l e t t e r and indeed used i t i n the composition of h i s "Chronicle*'. 
The t e x t as found i n the Fab er-C oust ant e d i t i o n has been adopted by 
Baronius ad ann.362n CCXXXsq. and various Collections of Canons 
such as Binius I , 484, Sirmond ( C o n c i l i a antiqua Galliae I , Paris 
1629, l6sq), Ed r e g i a 111,215-218, Labbe-Cossart I I , 821sq. , 
Harduin I , 727-730, C o l e t i I I , 953sq., Mansi I I I , 357-359> 
Concilio37um Galliae C o l l e c t i o I , Paris I789, I98. 
p.43 L.3sq. I n c i p i t f i d e s catholica...episcopos - Just as H i l a r y 
had expounded h i s f a i t h a t the Council o f Seleucia i n order to.remove 
a l l s u s p i c i o n of Sabellianism and thus promote a clos e r r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between the Western Nicenes and Eastern Semiarians, so now i n answer 
t o an Eastern request, the Western bishops at the Council of Paris 
give a statement of t h e i r f a i t h f o r the same purpose and by so doing, 
demonstrate c l e a r l y t h a t H i l a r y ' s a c t i o n had the support of the 
orthodox West. 
Notes. 
1. see note on p.46 L . l . 
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t h a t an amicable agreement could be reached between the two, and 
thus paved the way f o r the f i n a l s o l u t i o n of the problem. 
p.43, L.6,7 D i l e c t i s s i m i s . . . O r i e n t a l i b u s omnibus...manentibus -
I n B V I I I , 1 p.174 L.14.2:5 the Semiarian legates speak of themselves 
as representing the whole synod of Seleucia, and, by i m p l i c a t i o n , 
the whole of the East. I t would be as such t h a t they addressed 
t h e i r l e t t e r t o the Galil e a n b i ^ o p s . 
According t o H i l . e.Const.12 the Semiarians were indeed numerically 
by f a r the strongest p a r t y represented a t the Seleucian synod. This 
gives some weight t o t h e i r claim t o represent the whole of the East. 
As no synodal l i s t s are extant, i t i s impossible t o t e l l which 
provinces were represented. 
L.12i,12 d o c t r i n i s et p r o p h e t i e i s et a p o s t o l i c i s - i . e . the Old and 
New Testaments. 
L.13-15 deura patrem.. per.. lesum Christum i n sancto s p i r i t u 
c o n f i t e r i - t h i s formula f o r expressing the r e l a t i o n s of the three 
Persons i n the T r i n i t y i s found f r e q u e n t l y i n Athanasiust 
4. e.g. Ep. I ad Serapionem P.G. 26 C0I.561 i 12 0 y ^ O s V i U'OO €v 
TTv^vj y c<r*. ; iT^id. coi.577 §20 -rov ky lc<(r^o\/ rov ex MoiTjJos 
U i o o ' €v TTvtuy oCT^ i y i t o ^ i v o n e v o y 3 i-t»id col.596^28 0 y<^P 
T T C ^ T I ^ p T I O I T O O /\cyo<^ Tv€oyotT(. o^yv (o j I b i d . col.600 ^ 30 
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L.l5sq. Sed plane., causa curaulatur - This f e e l i n g o f hopefulness 
would sprir^g (1) from the f a c t t h a t the bishops who had f a l l e n at 
N i k ^ and Ariminum were recovering and seeking communion w i t h the 
Nicenes again. Though no l e g i s l a t i v e measures v/ere taken u n t i l the 
synod of Alexandria 362, i t i s very probable t h a t t h i s process of 
recovery would begin as soon as the Arian deceits were disclosed at 
the synod of Constantinople 360. (2) from the knov/ledge t h a t , by 
the r e v o l t of J u l i a n i n May 360, they now could hope t h a t the 
i m p e r i a l l y - b o l s t e r e d Arianism of the West would soon disappear. 
(3) from H i l a r y ' s work of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n , of vhich t h i s c o u n c i l i s 
but one example^. 
L.16-18 l i b e r a n s n o s . . s o c i e t a t i - t h i s probably r e f e r s t o the e f f e c t 
both of the removal of Constantius' influence and of H i l a r y ' s work 
i n Gaul a f t e r h i s r e t u r n from e x i l e . 
L.16,17 e r r o r e raundi - the A r i a n .heresy was a w o r l d l y e r r o r 
because (1) i t s f a i l u r e t o recognise Jesus C h r i s t as the Son of God 
had i t s source i n i t s dependence, not on r e v e l a t i o n , but on w o r l d l y 
knowledge (2) i t s c h i e f s t r e n g t h l a y i n i t s r e l i a n c e on w o r l d l y 
power., E s p e c i a l l y was t h i s t r u e i n the West where both the leading 
Arians, Saturninus of Aries and Auxentius of Milan were i m p e r i a l 
nominees. 
L.17 i n e x p i a b i l i - t h i s means, not t h a t those who repented o f the 
A r i a n / 
Notes. 
5. Sulp. Sev. I I , 45. 
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A r i a n e r r o r could never receive forgiveness - the tenor of the 
l e t t e r shows i t to be other^.vise « but t h a t i t was now evident t o tii e 
Nieenes t h a t there could be no rapprochement between orthodox and 
A r i a n . That such an a l l i a n c e might have seemed a p o s s i b i l i t y t o 
some can be gathered from P h i l o s t o r g i u s (H.S. V, 1) complaining t h a t 
the appointments of Acacius were mostly Nicene. 
The G a l i l e a n bishops are not here foreshadowing the l a t e r L u c i f e r i a n 
p o s i t i o n of r e f u s i n g t o deal w i t h bishops who had once f a l l e n . For 
example,on^learning t h a t the Semiarians had been deceived i n t o 
a c t i n g as they had done a t Seleueia and Constantinople, they are 
f u l l y prepared t o renew ne g o t i a t i o n s and seek a s a t i s f a c t o r y union 
w i t h them. 
L.I8 ex l i t t e r i s v e s t r i s - t h i s l e t t e r i s no longer extant. I t 
gives a forced i n t e r p r e t a t i o n to presume, as Coustant^ and Schiktanz^ 
do , t h a t the Easteras had communicated by l e t t e r w i t h H i l a r y a t 
Constantinople. He had been i n the comjany of the Easterns at 
Seleueia and there i s no reason t o suppose t h a t i t would be otherwise 
a t Constantinople. Their close d e l a t i o n s at Seleucia and 
Constantinople would erefore make such a l e t t e r unnecessary. i t 
seems, more reasonable to suppose t h a t the l e t t e r would be addressed, 
not t o H i l a r y , but d i r e c t l y t o the Galilean bishops, ard would be 
g. ven t o H i l a r y as he set out t o r e t u r n t o Gaul. 
Neither i s there any aaiggestion t h a t the l e t t e r had come from H i l a r y 
and not from the Eastern bishops nor t h a t H i l a r y had infoiraed them by 
l e t t e r / 
Notes. 
6 . note (g) c o l . 710-711 P.L. X. 
7- TD.40. 
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l e t t e r and not i n person", 
L.19'sq. fraudem d i a b o l i etc - t h i s r e f e r s t o the deception 
p r a c t i s e d by Valens, Ursacius and the other Arians a t N i k ^ on the 
.legates of the Ariminum synod and at Ariminum i t s e l f i n f a l s e l y 
u s ing the a u t h o r i t y of the Seleucian bishops t o overthrow the Nicene 
"usia" and g a i n acceptance f o r t h e i r new creed. 
L.20 sq utl d i v i s i i n p a r t i b u s etc - the Arian's had been able to use 
the geographical d i v i s i o n f o r t h e i r own ends e.g. f o s t e r i n g the 
suspicion of Western Sabellianism among the Easterns. 
L.22sq. nam p l u r e s . . c o a c t i - the Galilean's l e t t e r i s the only 
a u t h o r i t y f o r t h i s statement but Soz.K.E. IV, I9, Ath. Ep. ad Afros 
3> H i l . c. Aux. give s i m i l a r accounts. 
p.44, L . l s q . sub a u c t o r i t a t e . . . c o a c t i - c f p.43 L.19; P«4-5 L.8,9. 
According t o Ath^.De Syn. 30, Theod I I , l 6 ^ t h e reason f o r the r e j e c t i o i 
o f the term "usia" was t h a t i t was u n s c r i p t u r a l . But, as the same 
c r i t i c i s m could be passed on t h e i r own terms, i t i s probabl^e t h a t 
the Arians gave t h i s other reason i n order t o strengthen t h e i r case 
The Nicenes' j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r the use of the term "usia". was t h a t , 
though the word i t s e l f i s not found i n S c r i p t u r e , the idea ODnveyed 
by i t c e r t a i n l y i s . c f H i l . De Syn. 87sq. 
Notes. 
8. f o r these opinions see Coustant,' note (d) c01,709 P.L.X. 
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p.44 L . 2 , 3 quod verbum. .inventum - i . e . a t the Council of Nicaea 325# 
Previously the words "dusia" and "homoousios" had been regarded w i t h 
s u spicion both as tending towards a Manichean view of the Son as a 
p a r t o f the d i v i n e essence end as lending themselves t o Sabellianism. 
I n s p i t e o f i t s h i s t o r i - - , however, the Nicene Fathers were compelled 
t o use i t as the only word which, provided an adequate safeguard 
against Arianisra. 
L . 3 a nobis..susceptum est - ef, the note on p.43 L . 4 episcopis 
G a l l i e a n i s . 
L . 4 "omousion" - i t had been the aim of H i l a r y i n h i s "De Synodis" 
and i n h i s personal e f f o r t s a t Seleueia t o show t h a t the words 
"homoousios" and "homoiousios" were not f a r removed i n meaning and 
could indeed be r e c o n c i l e d w i t h each other. . To t h i s end, he had 
t r i e d t o d i s p e l some of the suspicions which had gathered round the 
word "homdousios". I n t h e i r l e t t e r the Galilean bishops now act 
i n l i k e manner. They a f f i r m the t r u e use of the word "omousios"(i.e. 
"homoousios") t o express the b i r t h o f the only-begotten Son from the 
Father. I t does not mean a common possession of the d i v i n e essence, 
whereby the Son appears as a mode of the Fatter, but conveys the idea 
of whole and p e r f e c t only-begotten God born from whole and p e r f e c t 
unbegotten God, o f one substance ("usia" or "substantia") w i t h God 
the Father, and l i k e the Father i n the highest sense of t r u e God to 
t r u e God, excluding a l l thought of ereaturehood, adoptionism and 
modalism./ 
- 66 -
modalism. The d i v i n i t y i s not t o be thought of as a "oneness" 
(= "unio") i . e . one Person w i t h three modes, but as an u n i t y ( = 
"unitas")> which yresewes the true f u l l n e s s of the B i r t h , and the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p i s not merely one o f l o v e 9 which implies a subordina-
t i o n i s t tendency, but of d i v i n i t y ( " d i v i n i t a s " . - o oc r /o t^ Schiktanz 
p.38).,, one between two d i v i n e persons. 
The Nicenes admitted t i at thei word "homoousios" had been condemned 
at the Council o f Antioch 269 but argued t h a t while Paul of Samosata 
used the word i n one sense, Arius denied i t i n another, and hence 
i t was repudiated a t Antioch i n one sense and enacted at Nicaea i n 
another"^^. According t o Ath. De Syn. 45 the Council o f Antioch had 
understood "homoousios" i n a b o d i l y sense, whereas the Nicenes used 
i t i n an immaterial sense, to. show t h a t the Son was not a creature, 
but o f the essence o f the Father. The word had f a l l e n i n t o d i s -
repute a t Antioch because a m a t e r i a l i s i n g inference was threatened 
from.:dt. The Nicene Fathers on the other hand had used t h i s word 
t o denote t h a t Father and Son are o f the same "usia" and thus combat 
the A r i a n d o c t r i n e t h a t the Son of God was a creature. I n the 
Nicene sense i t denoted the t r u e and l e g i t i m a t e b i r t h of the only-
begotten God the Son from God the Father. 
Notes. 
9 . Schiktanz p.38 t h i n k s " c a r i t a s " = (SooA*)er/s. 
10. c f . H i l . De Syn. 77sq. Ath. De Syn. 43. 
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L.5, 6 secundum S a b e l l i i blaspiiemias - not much i s known of the 
h e r e t i c S a b e l l i u s , though the sect t o which he gave h i s mme l a s t e d 
a t l e a s t u n t i l w e l l on i n the f i f t h century-'--'-. He used to be placed 
about the middle o f the t h i r d century, but the discovery of the 
"Philosophumena" of Hippolytus has proved t h i s to be a mistake and 
places him a t the close of the second and beginning of the t h i r d 
century. W r i t i n g i n the f o u r t h century, B a s i l of Caesarea makes 
12 
him an A f r i c a n by b i r t h and there i s no doubt t h a t when Dionysius 
was bishop o f Alexandria.247-65,his teaching enjoyed great p o p u l a r i t y 
i n the Libyan Pentapolis"'-^; but there i s no contemporary evidence t o 
I 
support B a s i l ' s statement. S a b e l l i u s ' main centre of a c t i v i t y was 
Rome where d o c t r i n e s s i m i l a r t o those he taught were already being 
c i r c u l a t e d , mainly through the in f l u e n c e of Praxeas, Noetus and h i s 
br o t h e r . 
According t o Hippolytus, S a b e l l i u s was a t f i r s t undecided i n h i s . 
views but was perverted t o Monarchianism by Callistus"'"^. Hippolytus 
asserts t h a t he t r i e d t o c o r r e c t him and tem p o r a r i l y succeeded, but 
under C a l l i s t u s ' i n f l u e n c e Sabellius once again lapsed i n t o h e r e t i c a l 
views. On h i s accession i n 217, however, C a l l i s t u s excommunicated 
Sabe l l i u s i n order, according t o Hippolytus"'-^, t o be able thus t o 
defend h i m s e l f against any <h arge of heresy-. That i s the l a s t t h a t 
i s heard o f S a b e l l i u s . 
Notes. 
11. c f . the l e t t e r of the Church of Constantinople i n the l a t t e r h a l f 
of the f i f t h century ( i n Van Espen's lus E c c l e s . I I I , p.171). 
12. I n h i s Ep. CCVII f 1 he r e f e r s t o him as "the Libyan". 
13. Eus. H.E. V I I , V I . Ath. De Sententia D i o n y s i i t§ 5J Sf' 
14. Refut. IX, 11. Hippolytus i s of course extremely biased against 
C a l l i s t u s and too great r e l i a n c e can not be placed on h i s 
statements^ 
15. Refut. IX, 12. 
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Sabellius hasnot l e f t much i n w r i t i n g but traces of h i s teaching can 
probably be gathered from Hippolytus "Refutatio", Ath. Expositio 
F i d e i , De d e c r e t i s , De Synodis, and e s p e c i a l l y the f i r s t three Orat. 
c. Ar. 
L.6 unionem - "unio" i n the sense of "oneness" i . e . t r y i n g t o 
preserve the u n i t y of the Godhead but l o s i n g the d i s t i n c t i o n of 
Persons w i t h i n i t , so t t e . t the Father i s one moefle and the Son another 
mode of the same subsistence c f H i l . De T r i n . IV, 42; V I , 11; VII,21. 
Coram, i n Ps. CXXII^ ?. 
L.8,9 "unius"..vel 'usiae' v e l 'substantiae' - t h i s i s d i r e c t e d 
against the Arians. T e r t u l l i a n had used "suDstantia" as the 
equivalent of the Greek oyc-»ot otro<rT<<c-i s 1^  
L.9?10 "creatura" appliesboth to the Arians and t o the dynaiiiic 
Monarchians; "adoptio" to the dynamic Monarchians; and "adpellatio'' 
t o the m o d a l i s t i c Monarchians. 
p.44 L,.10,ll. quia ex ipso esset - t h a t i s the equivalent, of the 
€K T'*jS oo<rio(s rou TTiLT^os of the Nicene Creed, "ex deo deus" and 
"lumen ex lumine" are found i n the Nicene Creed. " V i r t u s " i s found 
f r e q u e n t l y i n T e r t u l l i a n meaning (1) supernatural being, angel (2) 
17 
deeds showing, power, miracles .. ^"Ex s p i r i t u s p i r i t u s " i s probably 
mentioned/ 
Notes. 
16. e.g. i n h i s adv.. Prax. 
17. adv. Marc.5)8; 3>l6; adv. l u d . 9§q; adv. Prax.23. 
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mentioned as f u r t h e r safeguard against suspicions of a m a t e r i a l i s t 
viev; of the v/ord "homoousios". 
L.12 sq. s i m i l i t u d i n e m quoque etc - i n t h i s statement come t o 
f r u i t i o n the Is.bours of such men as H i l a r y and B a s i l of Ancyra who 
desired t o see an a l l i a n c e betv/een the V/estern Nicenes and Eastern 
Semiarians. The G a l l i c a n bishops here make t h e i r greatest concession 
by r e c o g n i s i n g the Semiarian " s i m i l i t u d e " as a word which could be 
s u i t a b l y used t o describe the r e l a t i o n s of Father and Son I n the 
Godhead. They q u a l i f y t h i s r e c o g n i t i o n , however, because even the 
Acacians had been w i l l i n g t o concede a likeness, though i n t h e i r 
] 8 
. case one only i n w i l l and operation . The likeness which the 
, GaL l i c a n s w i l l admit i s one t h a t i s worthy of God the Father, a 
likeness of t r u e God t o t r u e God, one which covers the essence, so 
t h a t v/hile th ere i s not a s i n g l e d e i t y , there i s an u n i t y i n the 
d e i t y which allows f o r and gives f u l l weight and meaning t o the t r u e 
b i r t h , o f God the Son. The Son and Father are i n a t r u e sense one, 
not merely bound together by love- even the Arians could admit t h i s J 
but by div i n i t y - ' - ^ . i t i s noticeable t h a t the GaL l i c a n s do not 
attempt t o give ©. d i r e c t credal q u o t a t i o n or statement, but the 
general tenor i s t h a t of the Nicene creed. 
Notes. 
18. cf.Epiph. Haer. 72, 12-22. 
19. That i s , w h i l e the Arians could admit t h a t both Father and Son 
were u n i t e d by the love which flowed only from one, v i z the 
Father, they could not admit t h a t both were u n i t e d by the di v i n e 
essence v^hich was the common possession of Father and Son. 
The f i r s t s t i l l i m p l i e d the subordination of the Son t o the 
Father, the second t h e i r e q u a l i t y . 
- 70 -
The S c r i p t u r a l background of these sections i s reminiscent of 
H i l a r y ' s s t y l e , and h i s i n f l u e n c e i s c l e a r l y seen ?/hen § 2 i s compared 
w i t h such passages as De Syn. 68, 88, and c. Const. 22 : e.g. 
"Homousion, s a n c t i s s i m i v i r i , i n t e l l i g o ex Deo Deum, non d i s s i m i l i s 
essentiae, non divisum, sed natum, et ex i n n a s c i b i l i s Dei substantia 
congenitam i n F i l i o , secundum s i m i l i t u d i n e m , unigenitam nativitatem*' 
(De Syn. 88). 
L.26 "non er a t ante quara nasceretur" - t h i s was one of the 
fr i n c i p a l A r i a n p r o p o s i t i o n s condeimied i n the Nicene creed because 
i t denied e t e r n i t y t o the Son of God and made Him a creature of time. 
I n t h i s s e c t i o n the Galileans defend themselves against the di arges 
of Sabellianisra and Subordinationism (1) To say t h a t the Son had an 
existence before Re was bom does not imply t h a t He i s unbegotten 
i . e . make Him the same as the Father. (2) He became t r u l y man and 
i t i s as man and only as man, because of human l i m i t a t i o n s , t h a t He 
i s subordinate t o the Father. 
p.45 L.8,9 cum ex l i t t e r i s v e s t r i s . . cognoscat - see notes on 
p.43 L.lSsq. 
L.9,10 pietatem eorum - i . e . the legates of the Ariminum counci l 
cf.B V I I I , 1, 2, and agreeing w i t h L.IO "conventos" by a sense 
c o n s t r u c t i o n . 
L.IO/ 
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L.IO qui de Arlraino Constantinopolim r e v e r t e r u n t - t h i s v/ould be 
towards the end o f 359. cf.B V I I I , 1. 
L . l l s q neque eos.. . n u n t i a v e r i t - from B V I I I , 2 can be gained some 
idea of the speech made at Constantinople to the legates of 
Arimlnura by H i l a r y . 
L . l l , 12 tantarum Masphemiarum - i . e . those of the creed of Nike. 
L.8 "ex l i t t e r i s v e s t r i s " L.13 " H i l a r i u s n u n t i a v e r i t " - t h i s 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the l e t t e r o f the Easterns and H i l a r y ' s 
announce ent i s notewicrrthy. I f H i l a r y had sent a letter^*^? the 
Gallicans would have been bound t o mention th a t t h i s news had 
come i n h i s l e t t e r , as d i s t i n c t from t h a t of the Easterns. The 
f a c t t h a t they make the d i s t i n c t i o n between "ex l i t t e r i s v e s t r i s " 
and " n u n t i a v e r i t " i s evidence t h a t H i l a r y , was present i n parson a t 
the c o u n c i l of Paris t o give them t h i s news. This view i s 
strengthened by L.17-19 "professlonem q u i . , negavlt".^! 
Notes. 
20. As Coustant and Schlktanz assert. 
21. I t seems more reasonable t o put the n a t u r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n on 
"nuntiare", since there i s no r e a l o b j e c t i o n t o i t , than to 
adopt the opinion of Schiktanz (P.40) who wishes I t to be 
understood o f a w r i t t e n communication. 
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L.14-15 ab h i s omnibus. .gesta sunt - see the notes on p.43 L.lSsq. 
and p.45 L.Ssq. 
L.15 Auxentrom - Auxentius, bishop of Milan, was one of H i l a r y ' s 
s trongest opponents i n the West, and only a few years l a t e r H i l a r y 
22 
was t o have the worst of a controversy w i t h him i n Milan i t s e l f 
He became bishop .after the expulsion of Dionysius i n 355 and though 
at one time a member of the Semiarian p a r t y , he i s u s u a l l y 
associated w i t h the Valens group. 
Since Ursacius, Valens, Gaius,'Megasius and Justinus were a l l 
legates of the synod of Ariminum, i t i s q u i t e probable t h a t 
Auxentius also acted i n t h i s capacity; he could be included i n the 
" c e t e r i s Ariminensis synodi l e g a t i s " B V I I I , 1 p.174 L.6, 7. 
e t Ursacium ac Valentera - Ursacius and Valens were leading 
exponents of Arianism i n the West and as such were i n constant 
c o n f l i c t w i t h H i l a r y . They must have been born C.300 or even 
e a r l i e r because they were a c t i v e l y engaged i n the controversy a t 
the time of Ari u s ' r e c a l l from e x i l e . Indeed they probably 
adopted the A r i a n p o i n t o f view from contact w i t h Arius during the 
l a t t e r ' s e x i l e i n I l l y r i c u m . E s s e n t i a l l y c o u r t i e r bishops, despite 
various changes of f o r t u n e , they seem to have r e t a i n e d t h e i r 
i n f l u e n c e at court almost t o the end of t h e i r l i v e s ^ ^ . 
L i k e / 
Notes. 
22. see H i l . c. Aux. 
23. The l a s t mention of e i t h e r of them i n h i s t o r y t e l l s how Valens 
obtained the reisrall o f the A r i a n Eunomius from e x i l e i n 367 
( P h i l o s t . H.E. IX, 8). 
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Like most of t h e i r p a r t y , though A r i a n at h e a r t , they f r e -
q uently changed t h e i r views outwardly to s u i t the times. 
p.45 L .15 Gaium - Gaius i s f r e q u e n t l y mentioned along w i t h Valens 
and Ursacius and presumably belonged l i k e the others to the province 
04. . . H o f I l l y r i c u m . A V, 1 proves h i s presence a t Arimmum, and 
despite h i s condemnation there along w i t h Ursacius, Valens and 
Germinius^? he was a legate of the Western synod a t Constantinople^§ 
La t e r he associates himself with Valens, Ursacius and Paulus i n the 
l e t t e r t o Gerainius^*^. 
L.I6 Megasium et lustinum - both were legates of the synod of 
pQ 
Ariminum a t Constantinople . The l a t t e r i s probably t o be 
i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the J u s t i n u s present a t the synod of Nike^^. 
Megasius i s mentioned i n A'VI, p.87 L .6 as being i n the Valens group 
a t Ariminum. 
L.I7 sq. i u x t a f r a t r i s . .negavit - the d i s t i n c t i o n made again^^ 
between the l e t t e r o f the Easterns and the profession of H i l a r y ' i s 
f u r t l i e r proof f o r H i l a r y being present i n person at t h i s c o u n c i l of 
P a r i s . 
L.I8 horum L.20 eorum - i . e . Ursacius, Valens and the others. 
Notes. 
24. c f . A t h . Ep. ad Epictetum i n Post Nicene L i b r a r y vol.4 
p.570 No LIX. 
25. A IX, 3 c f A v., 3. 
26. B V I I I , 1. 27. B V. 
28. B V I I I , 1 p. 174 L . 5 , 6 . 29. A V, 3 p. 86 L.2. 
30. cf.p.45 L .8 ,13. 
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L.19 bLasphemias - c f L.12 note. 
L.20 sacerdotes apostatas - Federal and Schiktanz^^ are of the 
opi n i o n t h a t the phrase applies only t o the depositions'at Con-
the 
s t a n t i n o p l e - J ^ . Y/hile there i s no doubt t h a t ^ i s h o p s would be 
t h i n k i n g e s p e c i a l l y o f these recent happenings, there seems no 
reason why i t should not have a wider reference to include a l l those 
unv/orthily elected t o the sees of the e x i l e d bishops e.g. Auxentius 
i n t r u d e d i n place of Dionysius who was e x i l e d at Milan 355. 
.L.21,22 aut i g n o r a t i o n e aut impietate - i t i s possible t h a t some of 
the persons uelected t o the sees of e x i l e d bishops - and many of 
those agreeing w i t h t h e i r e l e c t i o n - v/ould e i t i er not know the f u l l 
f a c t s of the case, or i f they d i d , would not understand the com-
p l i c a t e d issues a t stake sad w) u l d accept the see i n good f a i t h ; 
others - probably the m a j o r i t y - would accept the sees, f u l l y aware 
of the a n they v^ere committing. 
L.23, 24 i n t r a G a l l i a s - the Council regards i t s e l f not as a mere 
p r o v i n c i a l , but as a n a t i o n a l one, claiming to speak f o r the whois 
of Gaul and a s s e r t i n g t h a t i t s decisions are v a l i d f o r the whole of 
Gaul,cf.p.46 L.4 ab omnibus G a l l i c a n i s episcopls. I t seems very 
probable t h a t there would be representatives from the whole of Gaul 
present a t the Council. 
U n l i k e / 
Notes. 
31. Studienlp.63. 
32. p.40. 33. e.g. Eudoxius of Antioch took over the see of Macedonius of Constantinople (Socr. H.E. I I , 42, 43. Soz. H.E. I I , 24,25). 
Unlike England, where the State adopted the Church's t e r r i t o r i a l 
arrangements, Gaul had e a r l y been h i g h l y developed i n t o various 
d i s t r i c t s f o r c i v i l purposes by the State, so t h a t when the Church i n 
Gaul came t o plan out i t s episcopate, i t found an o r g a n i s a t i o n 
already prepared f o r i t . 
At t h i s time the c h i e f c i v i l d i v i s i o n s of the province of Gaul were: 
"^.34 
Narbonensis, A q u i t a i n e , Lugdunensis, Belgic.a , and these v^ rere adopted 
by the Church i n Gaul f o r her ovm organisation and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
a f t e r the Council of Antioch 3"^ ! and the Western synod o f Sardica 
342 which mediated the canons of Antioch t o the V/est. 
p.45 L.25 - p.46 L . l neque enim.. iudicandus - t r a n s l . "For, not to 
mention other t h i n g s , n e i t h e r w i l l he be judged worthy of s a n c t i t y 
i n respect of the najne of bishop ( l i t . o f f i c e of bishop) who e i t h e r 
permits an o p p o r t u n i t y of preaching (sc.those blasphemies) by not 
condemning (them) or s t r i v e s against God and the majesty of the only-
begotten God, C h r i s t , by t h i n k i n g otherwise than as we t h i n k concern-
i n g the expression "oraousion". 
p.46, L.I-7 a quo (sc. Sacerdotio)...fecerunt - i n no other 
contemporary document i s t h i s i n c i d e n t concerning Saturninus 
mentioned. But i n Sulp. Sev. Chron.II, 45 the f o l l o v d n g passage i s 
found: "Resistebat sanis c o n c i l i i s Saturninus Arelatensiam 
episcopus, v i r sane pessiraus et ingenio raalo prevoque.Verum etiarn 
p r a e t e r haeresis infamiam m u l t i s atque i n f a n d i s criminibus convictus. 
Notes. 
34. For f u r t h e r i n f o r m a t i o n see Duchesne Fastes Ep; "Breviarium 
Ruf. F e s t i " ; Lavisse " H i s t , de France" v o l . 1 p t . I I . 
35- c f . Mansi'Concii; I I , 1340. . 
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e c c l e s i a eiectus e s t ; " he may therefore have been r e l y i n g on t h i s 
l e t t e r f o r h i s I n f o r m a t i o n . 
L.2 Saturninum - Saturninus was the eighth bishop of Aries coming 
between Valentinus and Artemius. He f i r s t came i n t o prominence 
when as bishop of A r i e s he presided a t the counc i l h e l d there i n 353 
He'alone, among a l l the l e a d i n g G a l l i c bishops, supported the cause 
o f Arianisn . I n 356 he was again president at the c o u n c i l of Bezlers 
which e x i l e d H i l a r y - the . l a t t e r indeed regarded him as the c h i e f 
p e r p e t r a t o r of h i s exile36. j-^ piobable t h a t he was one of 
the legates sent by the synod of Arirainum t o the Enperor at 
Constantinople,cf. H i l . ad C o n s t . I I , 3-
L.2,3 iara Saturniniim. .iam l i t t e r a s - the emphasis on the "iam" i s 
noteworthy - already before t h i s Satuminus has been condermied. 
So (1) there i s no need t o condemn him again - the previous condemna-| 
t i o n s t i l l stands. (2) they have thus an e a r l i e r a u t h o r i t y f o r the 
step they are nov; t a k i n g . 
The previous condemnation of Saturninus i s mentioned i n (a) H i l . 
c. Const. 2 " A f t e r the e x i l e o f Paulinus, Eusebius, L u c i f e r , and 
Dionysius 5 years ago, along v/ith the Gallican Disnops I broke o f f 
communion v/ith Saturninus, Valens and Ursacius ". (b) H i l . De Syn. 2] 
" A f t e r t h a t , you had denied h i m - ( i . e . Saturninus) communion f o r the 
whole three years u n t i l now". 
Notes. 
36. H i l . De Syn. 2_^  ad C o n s t . I I , 3. 
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L . 2 s t a t u t i s salubribus i . e . the Nicene creed. 
L .3 secundum f r a t r u m . , . l i t t e r a s - these l e t t e r s are not now 
preserved and so i t i s impossible exactly t o determine t h e i r authors 
or the time of w r i t i n g . They might have been v / r i t t e n by Gallicans 
about the time of Beziers; or w r i t t e n t o H i l a r y i n e x i l e and shown 
by him t o the Easterns when at Co n s t a n t i n o p l e . c f , H i l . De Syn. 2; 
or w r i t t e n from some of the p r o v i n c i a l synods held i n Gaul since 
H i l a r y ' s r e t u r n from e x i l e . 
p.46 L.5 Vetera.. .crimina - e.g. the p a r t he had played i n securing 
7^ 
the e x i l e of orthodox Galilean bishops such as H i l a r y - " . 
L .6 e p i s t o l i s suis - None of these l e t t e r s have survived but i t i s 
probable t h a t , j u s t as the Nicenes were sending out l e t t e r s i n order 
t o w i n support and strengthen t h e i r p o s i t i o n (such as the one under 
d i s c u s s i o n ) , so Saturninus would be doing the same. He would 
p o s s i b l y be t r y i n g t o make known as widely as possible the decrees 
of the Council o f Constantinople 36o« 
CONCLUSION. This i s a most i n t e r e s t i n g l e t t e r showing t h a t despite 
the l a c k of knowledge on both sides and the doubts and suspicions 
purposely f o s t e r e d by the Arians, some degree of understanding and 
agreement was s t i l l possible between East and West i n face of the 
A r i a n danger. There i s no doubt t h a t the d i s a s t e r s at 
Constantinople 360 ( o f # i i c h another glimpse i s given i n B V I I I ) 
Notes. 
37. H i l . De Syn. 2. ad CdCLst.li, 3. , . 
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p r e c i p i t a t e d t h i s quest f o r an a l l i a n c e . To orthodox Westerns and 
Semiarian Easterns a mutual a l l i a n c e would seem the only way of 
coun t e r a c t i n g the Horaoean v i c t o r y a t Constantinople, and as great 
haste would be recessary t o meet t h i s c r i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n , i t i s 
probable t h a t the Easterns' l e t t e r was w r i t t e n and the synod of 
Paris h e l d before the autumn of 360. The anger revealed i n the 
Gallicans' l e t t e r concerning the events at Arirainum, Nike and 
CoiE t a n t i n o p l e i n d i c a t e s t h a t the l e t t e r must have been w r i t t e n 
s h o r t l y a f t e r those c o u n c i l s , when the deceits p r a c t i s e d by the 
Arians were s t i l l f r e s h i n the pu b l i c mind and the cause of much 
erribarrassment and wrath i n a n t i - A r i a n c i r c l e s . The date 360 
i s also supported by the choice of Paris as the meeting-place f o r 
the Council. This c i t y had only r e c e n t l y come i n t o prominence 
because of the Caesar J u l i a n ' s using i t as h i s headquarters and 
f a v o u r i t e place of residence, and i t seems reasonable to suppose 
t h a t the G a l l i c a n bishops had chosen i t i n an e f f o r t t o gain J u l i a n ' s | 
favour, when the l a t t e r was s t i l l i n Gaul and had s t i l l not shown 
where h i s r e a l sympathies lay.3 8 . 
From tl i e contentsof the l e t t e r , i t has been seen t h a t the 
b l e e p s addressed are Easterns who, though not wholly accepting the 
terms "usia" and "homoousios", s t i l l f e e l drawn t o Western supporters| 
of these terms through mutual o p p o s i t i o n t o & 3 deterstation of the 
A r i a n h e r e t i c s , and are presumably representatives of the Semiarian 
p a r t y / 
•Notes. 
38. For these reasons B l o n d e l l "Lib. de primatu" p.127-8 and Faber 
Praef. I8 P.L.X c o l 9OO-I seem wrong i n d a t i n g i t 366 and 362 
r e s p e c t i v e l y . 
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p a r t y a t Constantinople. 
That the r e a l i n s p i r o r of t h i s c o u n c i l of Paris was H i l a r y i s 
not doubted but there i s considerable divergence of opinion as t o 
whether H i l a r y h i m s e l f was there i n person or i n s t i g a t e d i t purely 
by l e t t e r . Faber39, Reinkens'^ ,^«l.Gumnerus'^ -'- t h i n k he was present. 
Coustant^^, Viehhauser'^3,^Schiktanz'^^ take the opposite view. 
According t o Schiktanz the Easterns had w r i t t e n t o H i l a r y v/hile he 
was s t i l l a t Constantinople and he i n t u r n had sent t h e i r l e t t e r 
w i t h one o f h i s ov/n t o h i s Galilean brethren. But the GallicansA 
l e t t e r (A I ) gives' no i n d i c a t i o n of t h i s having happened, no 
reference i s made t o H i l a r y ' s absence from the c o u n c i l or t o any 
l e t t e r w r i t t e n by him, indeed'the three passages i n which the 
Gallicans mention H i l a r y d e f i n i t e l y give the impression t h a t he was 
present'^^. 
The b e t t e r explanation seems t o be t h a t H i l a r y had received the 
l e t t e r w h ile a t Constantinople ( r a t h e r than had i t sent t o him as 
Reirikens p.248 asserts c f " c r e d i d i s t i s " p.43 L . 1 9)j had c a r r i e d i t 
p e r s o n a l l y w i t h him on h i s r e t u r n from e x i l e , and had made t h i s 
l e t t e r a reason f o r the summoning of the Council of Paris, which he 
himse l f attended. 
Schiktanz/ 
Notes. 
39. Praef . 1 8 . • 
40. p.248, 250. 
41. p.172-3. 
42. E.L. X c o l . 709-710 note ( d ) , 
43. p . 3 2 . 
44. p.40 -1 . 
45. p.43 L .18,19 "ex l i t t e r i s v e s t r i s . . H i l a r i o c r e d i d i s t i s " ; p .45 
L .8 ,13 "ex l i t t e r i s v e s t r i s . . H i l a r i u s n u n t i a v e r i t " (Schiktanz 
s t r a i n s the meaning of "nuntiare" t o cover a w r i t t e n communica-
t i o n , but even i f t h i s were so, one would s t i l l expect the a d d i t i o n a l " i n l i t t e r i s s u i s " i n d i s t i n c t i o n t o L . 8 ) ; p.4-5 L .16,17 "secundum l i t t e r a s vestras . . l u x t a . . H i l a r i i professionem'l 
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Schiktanz i s also of the opinion t h a t the approach of 
"Homoousian" and "Homoiousian" f i t s the s i t u a t i o n i n Seleucia i n the 
l a s t months of 359. There i s no doubt t h a t H i l a r y had taken the 
opp o r t u n i t y a t Seleucia t o promote b e t t e r r e l a t i o n s betv/een Nicene 
a n i Semiarian. But th e r e i s no reason t o suppose t h a t t h i s work 
was not continued a t Constantinople; indeed, as events proved, i t 
became a l l the more urgent and necessary there. 
As f u r t h e r support t o h i s case, Schiktanz c i t e s Sulpicius 
46 
Severus' statement t h a t H i l a r y returned to h i s country by a 
roundabout way, and from t h i s concludes t h a t he would have sent h i s 
communication t o h i s G a l l i c brethren w i t h more speed; the presump-
t i o n being t h a t a f t e r a long e x i l e and w i t h Nicene a f f a i r s i n such 
p e r i l o u s p l i g h t H i l a r y was i n no hurry t o r e t u r n home and had by 
i n c l i n a t i o n chosen t h i s long route. This of the man whose anxiety 
and conceni' f o r h i s homeland i s so s t r i k i n g l y demonstrated i n h i s 
"De Synodis". The more reasonable explanation i s t h a t H i l a r y had 
chosen t h i s roundabout ^ou±ney&not o f h i s own fre e w i l l - a f t e r h i s 
long e x i l e he would n a t u r a l l y be anxious to r e t u r n as q u i c k l y as 
possible t o h i s own proper sphere of labour i n order at such a grave 
c r i s i s t o conduct matters i n person r a t h e r than merely by l e t t e r -
the choice would be forced upon him by the u n s e t t l e d p o l i t i c a l 
c o n d itions of the time. The Persian war s t i l l d i s t u r b e d the Empire 
and o r d i n a r y t r a v e l l i n g would be d i s r u p t e d . That he d i d not waste 
much time on the way home i s proved by Martin's f a i l u r e t o contact 
him/ 
Notes. 
46. i n h i s V i t a M a r t i n i 6. 
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. 47 him a t Rome and t h e i r meeting eventually only a t P o i t i e r s . 
That H i l a r y was the i n s p i r o r of the c o u n c i l of Paris and was 
h i m s e l f present i s supported (1) from the i n t e r n a l evidence of the 
l e t t e r i t s e l f ^ ^ j (2) by S u l p i c i u s Severus' statement i n ' h i s 
Chronicle I I , 45 t h a t H i l a r y h e l d frequent councils i n Gaul a f t e r 
h i s r e t u r n from e x i l e i n order to combat Arianism. 
P o l i t i c a l c o n d i t i o n s a t t h i s p a r t i c u l a r time favoured the 
work of reclamation and r e c o n c i l i a t i o n t o which Hilary' and the 
other G a l l i c a i bishops set themselves and of which t h i s c o u n c i l of 
Paris i s a t y p i c a l example. For i n May 3^0 J u l i a n , the Caesar of 
Gaul, r e v o l t e d against the Emperor Co.nstantius ana thus was removed 
the p r i n c i p a l source of A r i a n s t r e n g t h i n the West. J u l i a n showed 
an a t t i t u d e of i n d i f f e r e n c e towards the Nicene-Arian dispute, and 
w i t h o u t the i m p e r i a l favour Arianism, which had never been very 
strong i n Gaul, wa© bound^r-.to give way before determined Nicene 
a t t a c k s . Saturninus, as leader of the Arians i n Gaul, was 
n a t u r a l l y the centre of a t t a c k , and w i t h h i s f a l l the A r i a n p a r t y 
i n Gaul was soon destroyed^ 9 . Though they had f a l l e n at Arirainum, 
the m a j o r i t y o f the G a l i l e a n bishops were not a t t r a c t e d by Arianism 
and .renounced i t at the e a r l i e s t o pportunity. 
. I n / 
Notes. 
47. Sulp. Sev. V i t a M a r t i n i 6 ,7. 
48. e.g. i n § 2 the evident care of the Westerns t o show c l e a r l y 
what they mean by "homoousios" and "usia" and t h e i r anxiety 
t o avoid a diarge of Sabellianism i s an exact p a r a l l e l of 
H i l a r y ' s e f f o r t s i n h i s "De' Sj^nodis" and of h i s conduct at 
Seleucia. I t i s also confirmed from the other passages 
already given where mention i s made of him. 
49. Sulp. Sev. ChroB.II, 45. 
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I n a l l t h i s work H i l a r y took a l e a d i n g p a r t ; S ulpicius 
Severus indeed claims t h a t i t was by h i s e f f o r t s alone t h a t Gaul 
was cleansed from the A r i a n heresy. 
This l e t t e r of the Gallican bishops, t h e r e f o r e , makes an 
important c o n t r i b u t i o n tov/ards our understanding of the A r i a n 
controversy i n shov/ing (1) t h a t there was a p o s s i b i l i t y o f union 
between East and West and of synthesis between "horaoousios" and 
"homoiousios". (2) t h a t H i l a r y had done something t o remove the 
suspicions between Eastern Seraiarians and Western Nicenes by h i s 
"De S^'TLodis" and by h i s speech at Seleucia. (3) t h a t Gaul at l e a s t 
was not overwhelmed by the d i s a s t e r s a t Ariminum, Seleucia and 
Constantinople but was determined to overcome them, and s t i l l held 
f i r m l y t o the Nicene creed. 
Throughout the vfaole l e t t e r , the i n s u l a r i t y of the G a l l i c 
bishops i s apparent. Their main i n t e r e s t i s i n Western a f f a i r s , 
i n j u s t i f y i n g themselves against the charge of Sabellianism, i n 
e x p l a i n i n g the f a l l a t Ariminura and Nike^ the bishops condemned 
have a l l d i r e c t connection w i t h the West, and the only reference 
t o Constantinople i s i n connection w i t h the conduct of the legates 
of the c o u n c i l o f Ariminum. 
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Series A I I . S e t t e r of Eusebius of V e r c e l l i to Gregory of 
S l v i r a c.360., , 
suivnriARY. 
(1) Eusebius compliments Gregory f o r his resistance to Ossius and 
his repudiation of the many bishops who f e l l at Ariminum and 
entered i n t o communion w i t h Valens, Ursacius and t h e i r party. 
He- thanlcs him f o r his kind remembrance of him, exhorts him to 
remain steadfast i n his defence of the Nicene f a i t h and to renounce 
, a l l r e l a t i o n s w i t h hypocrites,- and on that condition promises him 
fellowship. (2) Now su f f e r i n g his t h i r d e x i l e , he t e l l s how 
his own experience has shown him that the hope of the Arians l i e s 
not i n themselves but solely i n the imperial favour. He asks 
Gregory to vTrite again and t e l l him how his work of restoration 
and r e c o n c i l i a t i o n progresses. The l e t t e r ends w i t h a s a l u t a t i o n 
from a l l those present v/ith Eusebius. 
COMvlENTARY. 
This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n Hilary's work. Besides 
Eaber-C 0 list ant, Baronius ad ann.357 n,X3QCV has edited i t . Various 
1 
t i t l e s have been given to the l e t t e r through some MSS. having 
2 
been influenced by the form of the subscription , 
p.46 1.11 sanctissimo - on t h i s form see Conclusion. 
Notes.. 
1. e.g. the one followed by Coustant. 
2. see Peder p.46 L . l l note i n app. c r i t . 
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Gregorio - the sulDscription reveals that t h i s Gregory i s a bishop 
of Spain and i t i s commonly accepted^ that he i s Gregory of E l v i r a 
(near Grenada). I n the l i t e r a t u r e of his own time, Gregory's see 
i s r a r e l y mentioned; he i s called only "episcopus Hispaniarum or 
Hispaniensis", but Jerome^De V i r . i l l . 1 0 5 , g i v e s : "Gregorius 
Baeticus, E l i h e r i episcopus". L i t t l e i s known about the l i f e 
of Gregory and very d i f f e r e n t estimates have been formed of him. 
Gams^  has done a great deal of work on him but unfortunately t h i s 
work i s marred by his bias against Gregory. ' His main contention 
i s that Ossius i s free from the t a i n t of heresy and he condemns 
Gregory as the author of what he considers to be calumnies against 
Ossius. According to Gams, Gregory f e l l i n t o heresy at Ariminum, 
and he gives the fo l l o w i n g reasons i n support of his view: (1) he 
reject s the claim of t h i s l e t t e r of Eusebius to be considered i n 
favour of Gregory on the ground that Eusebius' only source of 
information would be Gregory's own l e t t e r of self-condemnation. 
But i t i s evident from his l e t t e r to the Church at Vercell? that 
Eusebius was i n communication with other persons, and i t therefore 
seems very u n l i k e l y that the only source of' information available 
to him on the important events at Ariminum and Nike'was Gregory's 
l e t t e r . Also i t i s not apparent what advantage Gregory could 
hope to gain by thus deceiving Eusebius. Sooner or l a t e r the 
l a t t e r / ' . 
Notes. 
3. e.g. Gams I I , 256, Constant col. 713 (h). Schihtang p.42. 
4. Kirchengeschichte von Spanien I I , 256-9, 279-82, 310sq.. 
Regensburg 1864. 
5. i n P.L. X I I . 
- 85 -
l a t t e r would discover the t r u t h and condemn Gregory f o r his 
deception, and by impugning his authority and i n t e g r i t y , make i t 
well-nigh impossible f o r him ever to take a leading part i n church 
•a 
a f f a i r s i n future.. I n t e r n a l evidence from the l e t t e r i t s e l f , 
toOjSeems to suggest that Eusebius has much . f u l l e r information 
about Gregory than he would obtain from a l e t t e r ^ . (2) he 
asserts t h a t according to a l l other a u t h o r i t i e s , not one of the 
bishops af Ariminum stood f i r m . This i s not q.uite accurate. 
7 
Ju l i a n the Pelagian states that about seven had remained f a i t h f u l 
to Nicaea. But i n any case there i s no de f i n i t e evidence that 
Gregory was at Ariminum. Gams' only basis f o r saying that he 
was i s the rather shaky one of i d e n t i f y i n g him with the Gregorius' 
x8 
mentioned among the legates at Nike . I t seems more reasonable 
to suppose that he was not present at Ariminum because (a) i f he 
had been present and given way, he could never have ris e n to 
leadership of the l u c i f e r i a n party.' Even i f his friends had been 
v / i l l i n g to overlook t h i s lapse, his enemies would c e r t a i n l y not 
have been slow to take advantage of i t . (b) i f he had been 
present and resisted, he would almost c e r t a i n l y have been sent 
i n t o e x i l e , but i n t h e i r "Libellus precum" Faustinus and 
Marcellinus make no mention of t h i s , rather they state that he had 
never suffered t h i s punishment. Moreover the statement that 
he had refused his assent to very many who had f a l l e n at Ariminum r| 
need/ 
Notes. 
6. cf, note on p.46 L.19 "hoc v i v i s proposito" and L. 22 "q.uibus 
potes t r a c t a t i b u s 
7. i n Augustine "Imperf. Opus c.Iulianum I , 75 P.L.XLV.col 1101 8. cf»A V, 3 p.86 1.2. 9 Lib. prec.lo. 
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need-not at a l l imply that Gregory was present i n person at the 
Council. 
Gams' theory must therefore be rejected. But there i s no doubt 
that he i s r i g h t in,accepting the evidence of the " l i b e l l u s precum" 
10 
as to the leading part played by Gregory i n the Luciferian party . 
Florez"*""^ i s u n w i l l i n g to allow t h i s because of the many inaccurac-
ies found i n that book. I n t h i s case, however, i t s evidence i s 
12 
strengthened by a statement of Jerome i n his Chronicle where he 
associates Gregory w i t h Lucifer of Cagliau?! and says that the 
l a t t e r w i t h Gregorius, a Spanish, and Philo, a Libyan bishop,, 
"nunq.uam se Arianae miscuit p r a v i t a t i " . 
I n his De v i r . i l l . 1 0 5 Jerome has inserted the following notice 
about Gregory: "Gregorius Baeticus, S l i b e r i episcopus, usque ad 
extremam senectutem diversos mediocri sermone tractatus composuit, 
et de Fide elegantem librum, qui hodieque superesse d i c i t u r " . 
There has been much speculation as to the book "De Fide". The 
Bollandists-'--^ conclude "etiamnum l a t e t " . Ceillier''"^considers i t 
to be a t r e a t i s e variously ascribed to Gregory of Nazianzus^ 
Ambrose, or V i g i l i u s of Thapsus, which, however, i s a t t r i b u t e d to 
Phoebadius of Agen-^ 5 a,nd i s printed among his works by Ivligne'''^* 
Gams-^ '^  thinks that a t r e a t i s e "De T r i n i t a t e " , formerly ascribed to 
Gregory/ 
Notes. 
10. eg. Lib. prec. 9, 10, 20, 25, 27. 
11. Esp. Sagr. X I I , 121 (Madrid 1704). 
12. P.L. XXVII, 695. 
13. Acta S.S. A p . I I I , 270, 
14. "Aiiteurs sacres" VI, 59 (Paris 1737 ed), 
15. Hist. l i t t . de l a France I , p t . I I , 273-276. 
16. P:L. XX, 31. 17. p.314. 
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Gregory, though r e a l l y w r i t t e n by Faustinus (of the Lib. prec.), 
i s the work to which Jerome alludes. He considers that Jerome was 
misled by Gregory c i a i m n g the book as his ov/n, which, according to 
his ideas, he could r i g h t f u l l y do. The ideal of the early Church, 
which Gregory wished to restore, included the r i g h t of common 
property, v/hich could presumably cover writi n g s . Gregory, then 
as head of the party, so Gams concludes, might claim .a work 
composed by one of his followers. While the theory which 
a t t r i b u t e s the "De f i d e " to Phoebadius of Agen has s t i l l i t s 
supporters j Wilmart and Morin have done much to discredit i t 
and secure recognition f o r Gregory as the r e a l author. Morin was 
also the f i r s t to a t t r i b u t e the "Tractatus Origenis" t o Gregory 
and t h i s was supported by Wilmart. The l a t t e r l a t e r rediscovered 
another work of Gregory v i z . the "Tractatus i n Canticis Canticorum'_^ 
iq 20 
inserted by G. Heine i n his "Bibliotheca anecdotorum"^. 
Thus have been recovered several of the tractates of Gregory long 
considered l o s t . 
The date of Gregory's death i s uncertain. • I f the "q.ui" i n 
21 
Jerome's statement refers to Gregory himself and not to his 
book, he would s t i l l be alive c.392. 
Notes.-
18. . e.g. Durengues "La question du "Be f i d e " (Agen, 1909). 
19v Leipgig 1848 . 
20. see Wilmart i n "Bull . L i t t . Eccles. 1906 pl233sq. Morin i n 
"Rev. d'hist. et de l i t t . rel.1900 p.l45s(a. and Rev. Ben. 1902 
• p.229sq.. 
21. see above. 
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p.46 L . l l . Eusebius - that the Eusebius here mentioned i s the 
bishop of V e r c e l l i i s gathered both from the detai l s given i n the 
22 
l e t t e r i t s e l f and from the s i m i l a r i t y of t h i s l e t t e r w i t h the 
others known to' have been w r i t t e n by Eusebius of V e r c e l l i 
Eusebius of V e r c e l l i stands i n the fo r e f r o n t of the defenders of 
the Nicene Creed i n the middle of the f o u r t h century. He was born 
i n Sardinia but the date of his b i r t h i s not known. His f i r s t 
appearance i n h i s t o r y i s as a "reader" a t Rome, and he became 
bishop of V e r c e l l i i n 340. Nothing eventful seems to have taken 
place i n the f i r s t years of his episcopate, but i n 354 he was asked 
by Liberius of Rome to j o i n Lucifer, Pancratius and Hilary i n an 
embassy to Constantius to request the summoning of a council which 
24 
might decide the controversy between Nicene and Arian . When 
t h i s council was duly held i n Milan 355, Eusebius, probably fore-
seeing the r e s u l t , was at f i r s t u n w i l l i n g to attend but l a t e r 
changed his mind a f t e r urgent entreaties from the Nicenes, Arians 
25 
and Constantius himself . This urgencyi.makes a l l the more 
strange the treatment he received when he did eventually arrive 
at Milan. For the f i r s t ten days a f t e r his a r r i v a l he was not 
allowed to enter the council, and when at l a s t he was i n v i t e d 
along w i t h Lucifer, Pancratius and Hilary, he was immediately asked 
to sign a condemnation of Athanasius. Eusebius avoided t h i s by 
producing/ 
Notes. 
22. e.g. his f i r m adherence to the Nicene f a i t h , his three exiles. 
23. P.L.XII. 
24. Jaffe"Reg. Pontif. I , 33.Mansi I I I , 204-5. 
25. ffiansi I I , 237. 
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producing a copy of the Nicene creed and asking a l l to subscribe 
i n order to remove a l l suspicion of heresy. This, of course, 
threw the council i n t o confusion, and, to avoid similar occurrences," 
i t s subsequent meetings were held i n the imperial palace . • 
There, through imperial pressure,' the Arians were able to secure 
the e x i l e of Eusebius and the others who had remained l o y a l to 
Athanasius. Eusebius was exiled to Scythopolis i n Syria where a 
leading Arian, Patrophilus, was bishop. Later he was transferred 
to Cappadocia and then to Egypt. This l e t t e r to Gregory was 
27 
w r i t t e n during his e x i l e i n the Thebaid i n Egypt . After the 
accession of J u l i a n and the general amnesty which followed, 
Eusebius went to Alexandria where he met Athanasius. He took a 
leading part i n the synod which met there i n 362 and was sent to 
Antioch w i t h a l e t t e r from the council to the Antiochenes concern-
ing the schism there. Unfortunately, however, Lucifer of Cagliari 
had a r r i v e d at Antioch before him and complicated issues by electing 
a r i v a l bishop, Paulinus. The result was that Eusebius had to 
leave w i t h his mission unaccomplished. After a tour of the 
Eastern churches, he went to I l l y r i a and then to I t a l y where he 
joined forces with H i l a r y i n an attempt to re-establish the Nicene 
f a i t h . Jerome places his death i n 371. 
28 
There are three l e t t e r s of Eusebius extant (1) a brief..answer 
t o / 
Notes. 
26. H i l . Lib. I ad Cojn©t.?3 p.l86sq. Ath. Hist. Ar.76 Sulp. Sev. 
Chron.II, 39. 
27. <5f. p.47 L . l t e r t i o laborantes e x i l i c . 
28. see P.L.XII. 
. - 90 -
to C'onstantius saying he would attend the council of Eilan. (2) 
one to the Church at V e r c e l l i describing his treatment at Scythopol? 
is ( 3 ) the present one to Gregory of E l v i r a . 
L.13 S i n c e r i t a t i s - according to Soutar^^ "sinceritas" i n t i t l e s 
i s usually addressed by a superior to an i n f e r i o r ecclesiastic. 
At the time of Ossius' f a l l , Gregory i s described as a "rudis 
30 
episcopus" and i s p r a c t i c a l l y unknown . I n A V I I I , 1 p.94 L.5 
Constantius thus addresses the I t a l i a n bishops assembled at 
Ariminum. 
Gregory's l e t t e r no longer survives. 
L.14 transgressori.,.Ossio - Ossius (or Hosius) of Cordova i n 
Spain was one of the most distinguished leaders of the orthodox 
party i n the f i r s t half of the f o u r t h century. He i s thought to 
have been born about the middle of the t h i r d century but i t i s 
not known when he became bishop. I n the early part of his 
episcopate he attended several small synods, though he was not 
present at Aries 314. He had the great honour of presiding both 
at the cotmcil of Nicaea and l a t e r a t that of Sardica. Nothing 
i s heard of him f o r some time a f t e r Sardica, but with the renewal 
of Arian fortunes i n the middle of the century he became a main 
target of attack. At f i r s t he remained staunch to the Nicene 
Creed/ 
Notes. 
29. Glossary of Later L a t i n p.379. 
30. Marc, and Faust. E p . I I , 34 p.15 CSE.L. XXXV. 
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31 creed- .but l a t e r succumbed to Arian pressure. About the middle 
of 357 a second great synod of Sirmium was summoned. According 
to Soz. IV, 12 a l l 'the members were Western bishops, with the 
Arians, Valens, Ursacius and Germinius, i n command. They issued 
32 
the "second Sirmian" creed, which was openly Arian i n tone and 
i t i s t h i s creed which Ossius i s said to have subscribed-^-^. 
This i s what i s referred to i n the phrase "transgressor Ossius" cf. 
34 
Lib. prec. 34 . Ath. Hist. Ar. 45 asserts that he renounced t h i s 
weakness and anathematised the Arian heresy before his death. ' I n 
t h i s same book, w r i t t e n i n 358, Athanasius mentions his death, so 
t h i s must have taken place shortly before. He seems to have been 
about one hundred years old when he died and had been bishop f o r 
more than s i x t y years . 
L.14,15 cadentibus plurimia Arimino - cf. A V, VI, V I I I , IX, B V I I I . 
For "cadentibus" see the Conclusion. The bishops referred to here 
are probably Spanish bishops with whom Gregory would have contact 
when they returned home a f t e r the council of Ariminum. 
L.15 Valentis, Ursacii - see note on them A I p.45 L.15. 
L.16 quos i p s i . . damnaverunt - After r e j e c t i o n of t h e i r h e r e t i c a l 
creed, the synod of Ariminum on 21st. July 359^^ condemned as 
heretics and deposed Ursacius, Valens, Germinius and Gaius. 
Notes. 
31. cf. his l e t t e r to Constantius i n Ath. Hist. Ar.44. 
32. H i l . De Syn. 11. Ath. De Syn. 28. Socr. I I , 30. 
ApSi: de'Fuga^5!-'''^' ''''''' ''''' ^pol. c.Ar, 89,90; 
34. C.S.E.L. XXXV p.15. 
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L.18 sq. gratulamur t i b i etc - Eusebius feels that through t h i s 
strong a c t i o n of Gregory the sac r i f i c e s of exile are not i n vain. 
He rejoices that there are s t i l l bishops able to r e s i s t the Arian 
heresy. 
L.I9 quia hoc v i v i s proposito - t h i s phrase seems to support the 
view that Susebius had other sources of information i n addition 
to Gregory's l e t t e r . He could not have made t h i s statement i f 
he had been r e l y i n g solely .:on that l e t t e r , cf, Gams i n note on Gre-
gorio L . l l . 
37 
L. 19, -20 Nostri dignatus es meminisse - Jerome relates that 
a f t e r the synod of Ariminum many bishops wrote l e t t e r s of consola-
t i o n to those confessors who, because of t h e i r defence of Athanasius 
were i n e x i l e ^ ^ 
L. 21 Y p o c r i t i s - "Hypocrites" i n so f a r as t h e i r acceptance of the 
creed of Niks' was one given only under imperial pressure and 
renounced as soon as t h i s was removed. The success of Hilarj'' 
and Eusebius of V e r c e l l i i n restoring the f a l l e n bishops may be 
c i t e d as f u r t h e r proof of t h i s . 
L.22 t r a c t a t i b u s - cf, note on Gregorio L . l l . 
Notes. 
37. adv. Lucif. I9 P.L.XXIII, 172 c. 
38. see Conclusion on tone of such phrases as t h i s and p.47 L.8, 
9 dignare nobis scribere. 
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L.23 de regno s a e c u l a r i - see note on p.47 L.2 - 4. 
p.47 L . l t e r t i o l a b o r a n t e s e x i l i c - a f t e r the c o u n c i l of Milan 
3-55, E u s e b i u s was e x i l e d f i r s t to S c y t h o p o l i s i n Syria-^^, then to 
Cappadocia^^., and l a s t l y to Egypt^"^. 
L.2-4 quoniam omnis s p e s . . r e g n i s a e c u l a r i s - t h i s statement i s 
c e r t a i n l y : ' t r u e of the Y/est. The few l e a d i n g Arians i n the West, 
such as Saturninus of A r i e s , were able to r e t a i n t h e i r sees only 
because of the support of the Emperor; w i t h the removal of 
i m p e r i a l f a v o u r through the death of Constantius, the s t r e n g t h 
of A r i a n i s m i n the West vanished and i t did not long s u r v i v e . 
Auxentius, who remained a t Milan u n t i l h i s death i n 374, must have 
been one of the l a s t s u r v i v o r s of Arianism i n the West. I n the 
E a s t , as i n the West, court i n f l u e n c e and i n t r i g u e played a p a r t , 
but the s i t u a t i o n i n the E a s t as a whole was r a t h e r d i f f e r e n t . 
The E a s t was genuinely i n t e r e s t e d i n the t h e o l o g i c a l problems and 
wranglings of the v a r i o u s groups, Nicene, Arian, Semiarian, and 
E a s t e r n bishops were not content to r e l y on one creed as the f i n a l , 
o n c e - f o r - a l l statement of the Church's f a i t h , but were ever 
s e a r c h i n g f o r new and f u l l e r statements of the t r u t h . The r e s u l t 
was t h a t many E a s t e r n bishops, who supported Arianism, accepted 
i t not merely t e m p o r a r i l y on grounds of expediency as a 
t h e o l o g i c a l / 
Notes. 
39. see E u s e b i u s ' l e t t e r P . L . X I I , c o l 947sq. 
40. Jerome De v i r . i l l . 96. 
41. Ruf. H.E. I , 27. According to S o c r . I l l , 5 and T h e o d . I I I , 2 
he was l i v i n g i n Upper Thebaid. 
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theological system thrust upon them against t h e i r w i l l by the 
imperial power, but because they genuinely believed i n i t and 
accepted i t on i t s own merits. I n t h i s l i e s one of the reasons f o r 
the Homoean supremacy established at Constantinople l a s t i n g i n the 
East f o r almost twenty years. To very many Eastern bishops the 
Homoean system was not a mere imperial creed but was sincerely 
regarded' as a safe and reverent formula of f a i t h . That the 
strength of the Arians lay wholly i n the protection afforded them 
by the imperial power i s also asserted i n Eusebius' l e t t e r to the 
4-2 
presbyters and people of I t a l y ^ . 
L. 3 i n suo haud unito consensu - i n theory the Arians might s t i l l 
be regarded as a party composed of a v a r i e t y of "splinter-groups", 
held together only by t h e i r common hatred of Athanasius and the 
Nicene creed, but f o r a l l p r a c t i c a l purposes the Homoeans had 
established a complete supremacy at Constantinople and thus achieved 
a large degree of unanimity. 
L.7 i n passionibus perdurare cupimus - an account of his sufferings 
i n e x i l e i s given by Eusebius P.L. X I I , 950sq. 
L.8, 9 dignare nobis scribere - see Conclusion on tone of t h i s phrase 
cf,p.46 L.19sq. 
Notes. 
42. P.L. X I I , 950. 
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L.9, 10 quid males..correxeris - Eusebius distinguishes three 
groups of bishops (1) the wicked who have consented to the decrees 
of Ariminum and have therefore to be corrected. (2) those who 
have remained steadfast (3) those who are i n need of warning and 
advice l e s t they should be ensnared by the deceits of Ariminum 
and by the bishops who have already f a l l e n . 
I n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y t h i s i s a reference to Gregory's work i n his 
homeland*^^. 
L.lOsq, salutant te omnes sq, - see Conclusion on s i m i l a r i t y of ending 
between t h i s l e t t e r and that of Eusebius to the Church of Verce l i t * . 
L . l l Diaconus - because of t h i s s i m i l a r i t y i n ending, Saltet thinks 
the b e t t e r reading i s "diaconus". But the endings are i n no way 
exactly the same and there seems no reason why i t should not refer 
to a p a r t i c u l a r person called "Diaconusas i n several inscriptions. 
He may indeed have been the one who gave Susebius the additional 
information about Gregory'^^. 
L . l l , 14 Gregorium episcopum Spanensem - mention has already been 
made of the r a r i t y w i t h which Gregory's see i s designated i n the 
l i t e r a t u r e / • 
Notes. 
43. I n the business of correcting the f a l l e n bishops Eusebius 
would follow the r u l i n g of the Council of Alexandria 362 
which recommended generous treatment except to the extreme 
Arians, 
44. P.L.XII, 954. 
45. see previous notes. I n Gorp. I n s c r . L a t . I l l , 2654 and 
Carm. epiph. 768 and 1789 "Diaconus" appears as a proper 
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l i t e r a t u r e of his time. He i s usually given the t i t l e 
46 
"episcopus Hispaniarum or Hispaniensis"^ . cf."Ossius, bishop of 
Spain" i n Eus. V. C . I I I , 7 and Socr. H.E. I , 8. 
CONCLUSION. 
From Eusebius' statement that he i s now i n his t h i r d e x i l e , i t 
follows that t h i s l e t t e r must have been w r i t t e n from the Upper 
Thebaid i n Egypt^'^ some time between the end of the council of 
Ariminum and the general amnesty granted by Julian on his accession 
i n 361. The reference to the Arians placing t h e i r hopes i n the 
worldly power"^^ can r e f e r only to Gonstantius ' reign. 
Saltef^^ and Chapman^have attempted to prove that t h i s l e t t e r i s 
a Lu c i f e r i a n forgery. According to Saltet, the l e t t e r was forged 
to g i v e n p u b l i c i t y to the strong Luciferian Gregory by placing him 
under the patronage of Eusebius, the renowned defender of the 
Nicene f a i t h , thus creating the impression that before the Council 
of Alexandria had committed him to a d e f i n i t e policy, Eusebius had 
given.his approval to Gregory and his "uncompromising a t t i t u d e " . 
But .the l e t t e r i t s e l f contradicts t h i s opinion simply because i t 
faces/ 
Notes. 
46. "Spanensis" i s from the shortened form "Spania". 
47. cf»note p.47 L . l . 
48. cf.p.47 L.2sq. 
49. B u l l . L i t t . Eccles. 1905 p.225sq and 1906 p.300sq. 
50. Rev. Ben. 1910 p.326-7. 
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faces a d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n from that dealt with by the council 
of Alexandria and s i m i l a r councils and out of which the l u c i f e r i a n 
schism arose. The Luciferians objected to the leniency shown by 
bishops who f e l l at Ariminim and l a t e r repented of t h e i r f a l l . ' I n 
Eusebius' l e t t e r there i s no sign that the "transgressor" Ossius 
and the other f a l l e n bishops had YET repented. The Luciferians 
could therefore gain no advantage from Eusebius' approval of 
Gregory because i t was given i n a t o t a l l y d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n and 
was i n no way incompatible with the po l i c y of the Council of 
Alexandria. The "uncompromising a t t i t u d e " praised by Eusebius 
i s Gregory's resistance to heresy, not his resistance to f a l l e n , 
but repentant bishops. 
Saltet f u r t h e r argues that the placing together of the l e t t e r of 
the Council of Paris and t h i s l e t t e r to' Gregory i s not f o r t u i t o u s . 
On the basis of a statement i n Augustine's- "Contra Parmenianum" 
I , 7^ "^  that councils were held i n Spain and Gaul with regard to 
Ossius and on the assumption that t h i s i s the only council we know 
of held i n Gaul between 359 and 384, Saltet concludes that- t h i s 
Council of Paris must have absolved the memory of Ossius. Now, 
he continues, since the p r i n c i p a l object of Eusebius' l e t t e r i s 
to encourage Gregory i n his opposition to Ossius, the decision 
of the Council of Paris on Ossius must have been suppressed by 
the forger and t h i s l e t t e r substituted i n i t s place. 
But/ 
Notes. 
51. P.L. X L I I I , c o l . 38. 
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But again Saltet's argument i s unconvincing f o r although the 
council of Paris i s the only one of which we have now record, i t 
was not the ohly one held i n Gaul a t that time. Sulpicius Severus, 
Chron. I I , 45 mentions several such councils. Nor i s there any-
thi n g i n the only document which has survived from the council of 
Paris^^that gives the s l i g h t e s t j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r presuming that 
i t had dealt with the case of Ossius. Secondly, even a cursory 
reading of the l e t t e r shows how ill- f o u n d e d i s Saltet's assertion 
that the p r i n c i p a l object of Eusebius' l e t t e r i s to encourage 
Gregory i n his opposition to Ossius. Apart from the statement at 
th? beginning of the l e t t e r , where Ossius i s classed with the other 
f a l l e n bishops, no more mention i s made of him. Gregory i s 
encouraged to stand f i r m i n face of a l l heretics, but Ossius i s 
mentioned by name probably because both he- and Gregory were 
Spanish bishops. Another reason given by Saltet i n support 
of his theory i s that,according to the letter^^Eusebius i n 360-361-
s t i l l does not know of Ossius' death whereas Gregory could not have 
avoided mentioning t h i s i f he had w r i t t e n to Eusebius. 
But again there i s nothing i n the- l e t t e r to suggest that Ossius 
was s t i l l thought of as al i v e . Besides, t h i s was not the primary 
concern of the w r i t e r . The important point was that Ossius had 
f a l l e n and Eusebius' main i n t e r e s t was i n the constancy of Gregory, 
who, though only a "rudis episcopus", had not allowed himself to be 
influenced/ 
Notes. 
52. v i z . A^I. 
- • 99 -
i n f l u e n c e d by the f a l l of the most prominent Spanish bishop of 
t h a t time. 
Then S a l t e t b r i n g s o b j e c t i o n s to the s t y l e , tone and v a r i o u s 
phrases i n the l e t t e r . (1) he a s s e r t s t h a t the use of the word 
" s a n c t i s s i m u s " (p.46 I.11) i s evidence f o r a l a t e r date of composi-
t i o n because t h i s word i s not o f t e n used i n the f o u r t h century. 
But E u s e b i u s ' j u b i l a t i o n both on account of the r e c e i p t of Gregory's, 
l e t t e r and of the l a t t e r ' s conduct i s s u f f i c i e n t j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r 
t h i s form. (2) according to S a l t e t the use of "cadentibus" 
(p.46 L.14,15) supposes Gregory's presence a t the c o u n c i l of 
Ariminum whereas the " L i b e l l u s pre cum "-^ i m p l i e s that he was not 
t h e r e . Apart from t h e f a c t t h a t a l u c i f e r i a n f o r g e r v/ould have 
been c a r e f u l not to c o n t r a d i c t the " l i b e l l u s precum", the context 
makes i t seem c e r t a i n t h a t the Present P a r t i c i p l e i s used here of 
an event which has v e r y r e c e n t l y taken p l a c e , owing to the 
d i f f i c u l t y of e x p r e s s i n g the Past P a r t i c i p l e a c t i v e with a verb 
l i k e "cadere". 
(3) S a l t e t argues t h a t the e x c e s s i v e a d u l a t i o n , the complimentary 
tone and effacement c h a r a c t e r i s i n g the l e t t e r to Gregory are a l i e n 
to the rude, brusq.ue s t y l e of the other l e t t e r s of Eusebius and 
h a r d l y accord w i t h the s t y l e t h a t would be used by the prominent 
bishop Eusebius to the s t i l l young and unknown Gregory. 
But i t can be s a f e l y argued t h a t any d i f f e r e n c e i n s t y l e and tone 
between t h i s and the other l e t t e r s of Eusebius i s s a t i s f a c t o r i l y 
e x p l a i n e d / 
Notes. 
53. P . I . X I I I , 91 A. 
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e x p l a i n e d by the d i f f e r e n t circumstances and s u b j e c t s . The 
accommodating s t y l e of - the l e t t e r to Gregory i s understandable i n 
view of the circumstances i n which i t was w r i t t e n . The e x i l e d 
E usebius would n a t u r a l l y be overwhelmed when the s o r r y news of 
Ariminujn reached him, but h i s j o y on d i s c o v e r i n g that there were 
s t i l l some bishops who remained constant to the Nicene creed would 
be unbounded and e x p l a i n s the tone of h i s l e t t e r . 
(4) S a l t e t then proceeds i n the opposite d i r e c t i o n and attempts to 
prove the f o r g e r y from the s i m i l a r i t y of ending, of ideas and of 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c e x p r e s s i o n s w i t h the other a t t e s t e d l e t t e r s of 
E u s e b i u s . T h i s l e t t e r to.Gregory, he concludes, i s a gross 
i m i t a t i o n of the o t h e r s . I t seems more n a t u r a l to accept these 
s i m i l a r i t i e s as evident s i g n s of a u t h e n t i c i t y c f . Gams. op. c i t . 
p.256sq., 279sq. 
S a l t e t ' s theory must t h e r e f o r e be r e j e c t e d and the l e t t e r of 
E u s e b i u s to Gregory t r e a t e d as, genuine and a u t h e n t i c . According 
54-
to Jerome-^^, a f t e r the synod of Ariminum many bishops wrote l e t t e r s 
of c o n s o l a t i o n to those confessors who, because of t h e i r defence 
of Athanasius and the Nicene creed, were, i n e x i l e . Gregory's 
l e t t e r to EUsebius comes i n t o t h i s category. The answering l e t t e r 
encouraging Gregory to defend the orthodox f a i t h i s the n a t u r a l 
r e p l y of the experienced Eusebius to a young bishop . who promises 
to be a v a l i e n t upholder of the Nicene f a i t h . 
Chapman can not see any reason why H i l a r y should have i n s e r t e d 
t h i s / 
Notes. 
54. adv. E u c i f . 19 P . L . X Z I I I , 172 c. 
55. op. c i t . 
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t h i s l e t t e r i n h i s c o l l e c t i o n . S u r e l y i t i s s u f f i c i e n t reason 
t h a t , by the example ,of two Western bishops at t h i s time of c r i s i s , 
i t showed t h a t t h e r e were s t i l l some i n the Y/est who r e f u s e d to 
be intimadated by the d i s a s t e r s at Ariminum and had s t i l l the 
courage to' r e s i s t the A r i a n s . 
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S e r i e s A I I I ; The Creed of Germinius.c.366-7. 
SUMMARY. Germinius confesses h i s b e l i e f i n the one time God the 
F a t h e r and i n C h r i s t His only-begotten Son our Lord Who i s l i k e i n 
ever3rthing to the F a t h e r , and i n the Holy S p i r i t the P a r a c l e t e Who 
i s g i v e n t o us from God the F a t h e r through the Son. 
COMENTAHY. The c r e e d of Germinius has been preserved only i n 
t h i s c o l l e c t i o n . I t i s found i n the v a r i o u s e d i t i o n s , i n Hahn 
"Symbole" § 192(3rcl.Ed. ) and i n Baronius ad ann.359 n.XZIX . 
2 
p.47 L.16 e p i s t u l a - S t i l t i n g . ; r e j e c t s t h i s fragment as spurious 
because i t s i n s c r i p t i o n does not agree w i t h i t s contents - "and 
n e i t h e r i s i t a l e t t e r nor does Germinius make a d i s s e r t a t i o n 
a g a i n s t the A r i a n s " . I n answer to t h i s o b j e c t i o n i t may be r e p l i e d 
(1) t h a t the a u t h e n t i c i t y of B V and V I has never been queationed 
and t h i s i r C r e e d f i t s p e r f e c t l y i n t o the s i t u a t i o n there depicted 
and agrees c l o s e l y w i t h the statements made i n B V I ^ (2) t h a t an 
a l t e r n a t i v e and reasonable e x p l a n a t i o n of the discrepancy between 
t i t l e and contents i s t h a t an explanatory l e t t e r , which at one 
time accompanied the creed, has now dropped out. That such a 
l e t t e r wg-s necessary, i s proved from B Y I where the deception of 
Valens and h i s a s s o c i a t e s w i t h r e g a r d to the phrase "per omnia" 
w 
Notes. 
1. Baronius wrongly p l a c e s the creed i n 359; a more probable 
date i s the end of 366 or the beginning of 367 - see conclusion] 
2. A c t a s . s . Sept. V I , 575. 
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i s r e v e a l e d . I n t h i s l e t t e r Germinius would probably recount the 
happenings at Sirmium (359) and Ariminum and thus Tiphold h i s own 
p o s i t i o n . 
1.16 Germini - Germinius was f i r s t of a l l biahop of C y z i c u s , the 
metropolis of the H e l l e s p o n t i n e province, and w a s . l a t e r t r a n s l a t e d 
by C o n s t a n t i u s i n 356 to Sirmium i n Pannonia, on the high road from 
Aq.uileia which passed through Naissus and Constantinople^. 
S h o r t l y a f t e r h i s t r a n s l a t i o n he took p a r t i n the c o u n c i l of 
Sirmium 357 a t which f o r the f i r s t time s i n c e Nicaea Arianism had 
dared to d e e l a r e i t s e l f p u b l i c l y . He was a l s o present at the 
4 
c o u n c i l of Sirmium 359, i n which A r i a n s and Semiarians p a r t i c i p a t e d , 
5 
l a t e r he l e f t the Valens group and adopted the Semiarian p o s i t i o n . 
L.16 A r r i a n o s - Germinius i s t h i n k i n g p a r t i c u l a r l y of the Valens 
group,cf. B V, V I . 
L.17 Qui - Coiistant^ i s of the opinion t h a t Faber was wrong i n 
suggesting "qui" here because the s u b j e c t should be, not the Arians, 
but e i t h e r those who were u n w i l l i n g to r e s c i n d t h e i r e v i l a c t i o n 
a t Ariminum or those who had taken p a r t at Sirmium i n 358. 
The evidence f u r n i s h e d by B V I , however, makes Constant's view 
untenable. I t seems more c o r r e c t to r e t a i n the "q.ui" and r e f e r 
the deception i m p l i e d i n 1.17,18 to the a c t i o n of Valens and h i s 
c o n f e d e r a t e s / 
Notes. 
3. Ath. H i s t . Ar. 74. 
4. B V I § 3 . 
5. c f . A I I I B V B V I . 
6. P.L. X c o l 717 (d)» 
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confederates at Nike' i n d e s c r i b i n g the Son as Ojioios T'^'ff«'^j>i K^TCL rot' 
y^o<^ets without the a d d i t i o n of the important /coiTot -TTOLVT-OC as given 
7 
i n the 4 t h Sirmian Creed 359 . I t was the c h i e f a c c u s a t i o n of 
Germinius a g a i n s t Valens and h i s a s s o c i a t e s that they had forgotten, 
or t r i e d to conceal, t h e i r former acceptance of the Dated Creed 
c o n t a i n i n g the a l l important phrase K t T o c TTerf-vroc 3 and they had 
f i r s t attempted t h i s deception a t Nike'^ a l l o w i n g the phrase K^TOC 
tot? y|?rf^ «<-? l3U-t a r t f u l l y omitting K e ^ T c i , T T o i v r c K . • Qf^j. y-j-, 53 
I n accordance w i t h t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , the "qui" r e f e r s to "ArrianoJ 
L.I7 s u b s c r i p s e r a n t i n c o n c i l i o Ariminensi - t h i s r e f e r s to Valens 
and U r s a c i u s s e c u r i n g r e c o g n i t i o n of t h e i r h e r e t i c a l N i k f c r e e d by 
the whole c o u n c i l of Ariminum. 
1.17,3:8 s c i e n t e s quod male f e c e r u n t - Valens, U r s a c i u s and the 
othe r l e a d i n g A r i a n s were f u l l y aware of the s i n and d e c e i t of which 
they were g u i l t y i n i s s u i n g t h e i r creed and of the d e c e i t f u l means 
g 
used to o b t a i n i t s acceptance by the c o u n c i l of Ariminum • 
L.19,20 unum verumkeum - c f . the yovov A(^« iN<|©«^ov 0 € o v of the 
Dated Creed. According t o Gwatkin^ "tiiis phrase was new i n the 
c o n s e r v a t i v e s e r i e s of creeds, though i t i s found i n the Antiochene 
c r e e d / 
Notes. 
7. i . e . the Dated Creed of Pentecost Eve, Aiay 22,359 drawn up by 
Mark of Arethusa; o r i g i n a l l y composed i n l a t i n (Hahn p.2o4 
n.249) but s u r v i v i n g now only i n Greek. 
8. c f . Socr. H.E. 11,37 Soz H.E. IV, 19. Theod. H.E. I I , 21 Sulpi. 
Sev. H i s t . S a c r . I I , 43sq. 
9. S t u d i e s p. 171 n.3. 
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creed of C a s s i a n , was used by A s t e r i u s and defended by Eusebius 
a g a i n s t 1/Iarcellus. I n i t s e l f - i t could be i n t e r p r e t e d to i n d i c a t e 
the i n f e r i o r i t y of the Son because l o g i c a l l y i t i m p l i e s t h a t the 
Son i s not time God. 
I . 21 unicum - T e r t u l l i a n uses both "unigenitus" and "unicus" as 
renderings of the Greek ^ o v o ^ c v * ! S customary Old 
L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n apparently was "unicus "'^''" and t h i s i s the word 
12 
used i n most n a t i v e L a t i n creeds . "Unigenitus" i s u s u a l l y found 
i n L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n s of Greek creeds and indeed i t owes i t s 
eventual prevalence to the i n f l u e n c e of the Greek-speaking E a s t upon 
the L a t i n t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t r o v e r s i e s of the f o u r t h century. 
L.21,22 de vero deo p a t r e verum d e i f i l i u m - t h i s phrase i s not 
q u i t e the eq.uivalent of the Nicene r o v \ f ( o v TOO OeoO Q€ov I K Gcov;^ 
and i n i t s e l f might le a v e a loop-i-hole f o r the Arians who could a l s o 
designate C h r i s t as Son of God and a f f i r m t h a t He comes from the 
F a t h e r ( i . e . from the F a t h e r ' s w i l l ) but would add "as do a l l other 
c r e a t u r e s " . T h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , however, i s prevented by what 
f o l l o w s i n L..22-24. 
L. 22 Ante omnia genitum - the L u c i a n i c ( i . e . 2nd. Antioch 341) 
formula/ 
notes. 
10. e.g. i n adv. P r a x . l 5 where he q.uotes John 1,14 and 1,18 he 
uses "unigenitus; i n adv. Prax.21 where he quotes John 3,16 
he uses "\inicus". 
I I . c f . Novatian, H i l . , Mar. V i c t o r i n u s , Jerome. 
12. e.g. the S i r m i a n creed of 357* 
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formula has "begotten before the- ages from the F a t h e r " . 
The 4th S i r m i a n has "begotten before a l l ages and before a l l o r i g i n 
and before a l l conceivable time and before a l l comprehensible 
essence". ''Ante omnia s a e c u l a gehitum" would have been the more 
u s u a l e x p r e s s i o n but Germinius probably f e l t t h a t by e x p r e s s i n g i t 
i n a b s o l u t e terms he gave no opening whatever to the Arians, 
p.47 L.22-23 d i v i n i t a t e . . s c i e n t i a - most of these a t t r i b u t e s are 
to b e found i n the other creeds of t h i s p e r i od e.g. the 2nd. 
Antioch has S€oT'*js^*^vo4y>S^Vo^'« ^the 3rd. Antioch has V\)VoC|'i^^ crDYi<* 
the 4th A n t i o c h hasoro^iei^ov«i|'»s^^w«jj(pws«Seleucia359-'iias ^ " ^ ^ j ^ w ^ ) 
L.23 per omnia similem - o|»<>ios KotTod iTpCVTeC ^nd oj»o»ouor»os 
had become the watchwords of the Semiarian c o n s e r v a t i v e s , whoy, 
while e m p h a t i c a l l y opposed to extreme Arianism, a l s o found d i s t u r b -
i n g S a b e l l i a n elements i n the Nicene use of the word o j i o o o n o s . 
The 4th S i r m i a n 359 creed had d e s c r i b e d the Son as o|<o<o* 
TTotT^c K«CToC rgCS yj><iL^^<^ and o^o.os xrocr^c KCLTOLTTOLVTCC 1} 
V a l e n s , U r s a c i i i s and t h e i r f o l l o w e r s had subscribed t h i s creed, but 
almost immediately afterwards at Nike^had omitted the l a t t e r and 
more important phrase. By t h i s means they were able to give an 
A r i a n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n to the former phrase, namely, that the Son was 
l i k e i n p a r t and u n l i k e i n p a r t . 
Notes. 
13. c f . B V I , | 3 , 
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T h i s d e c e i t on the p a r t of Valens and the others may indeed have 
14 
been one of the reasons f o r Germinius' change of mind 
L.24 perfectum de p e r f e c t o genitum - c f . theTf)^f't>v 6 K T C X ^ I O O 
of the L u c i a n i c creed. T h i s phrase disappeared i n the t r a n s i t i o n 
from the Eusebian phase of E a s t e r n conservatism, which emphasised 
the d i s t i n c t i o n of the Lord' p e r s o n a l i t y , to the Semiarian, which 
s t r e s s e d H i s e s s e n t i a l l i k e n e s s t o the F a t h e r and p r e f e r r e d the 
phrases oyoioucr/os and O|»oios Koi-T<< fToLy/ToC. 
Germinius' use of both s e t s of phrases i n h i s creed might be i n d i c a -
t i v e of a movement at t h i s time to combine elements from the two 
systems, the old Eusebian and the more rece n t Semiarian. 
The creed continues w i t h a c o n f e s s i o n of the remaining a r t i c l e s 
found i n the t r a d i t i o n a l "regula f i d e i " , b i r t h from the v i r g i n 
i l a r y , f o r e t o l d i n the Old and f u l f i l l e d i n the New Testament, 
p a s s i o n , death (though no mention of the b u r i a l or descent i n t o 
H e l l ) r e s u r r e c t i o n , a s c e n s i o n and the l a s t judgment. F i n a l l y 
comes a b r i e f c o n f e s s i o n of f a i t h i n the Holy S p i r i t , the P a r a c l e t e . 
I n i t s b r e v i t y t h i s a s s e r t i o n of b e l i e f i n the Holy S p i r i t resembles 
the Western a t t i t u d e to t h i s a r t i c l e of f a i t h , but the formula "qui. 
.. a deo p a t r e per f i l i u m datus e s t " i s the normal Greek one. 
Except f o r bishops l i k e H i l a r y , who had been i n f l u e n c e d by E a s t e r n 
t h e o l o g i c a l thought, the West as a whole simply a s s e r t e d t h a t the 
Holy S p i r i t i s the one God l i k e w i s e . But i n the E a s t matters were 
mord/ 
notes. 
14. see l a t e r B V I , 
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more, complicated and there was much s p e c u l a t i o n on t h i s question. 
When f o r c e d e v e n t u a l l y through hatred of the Arians to compromise 
w i t h the Kicenes on the r e l a t i o n of the F a t h e r and Son i n the God-
head, some Semiarians'^^tried to f i n d c o n s o l a t i o n i n developing a 
doctrin e of the Holy S p i r i t , which embodied t h e i r f a v o u r i t e 
p r i n c i p l e <f subordination. On the other hand, a t the c o u n c i l 
of A l e x a n d r i a 362 i t was a s s e r t e d t h a t whoever regards the Holy 
S p i r i t as a c r e a t u r e and se p a r a t e s Him from the substance of C h r i s t , 
i n so doing d i v i d e s up the Holy T r i n i t y , g i v e s a h y p o c r i t i c a l 
adherence to the Nicene f a i t h and only i n appearance renounces 
Arianism"''^. Others a g a i n a s s e r t e d t h a t the statement that the 
17 
S p i r i t i s from the F a t h e r and from the Son 'means that the S p i r i t 
i s a c r e a t i o n of the Son, i s t h e r e f o r e double caused. To avoid 
t h i s they adopted the formula "the S p i r i t i s from the Fa t h e r through 
the Son", the one used by Germinius i n h i s creed. 
CONCLUSION. The creed of Germinius takes as i t s b a s i s the 4th 
S i r m i a n or Dated Creed of 3.59. and p l a i n l y shows that he has now 
gi v e n h i s adherence to the Semiarian party. The a c t u a l date of 
composition cannot be f i x e d but i s has c l o s e connections w i t h B V 
and / 
Notes'. 
15. e.g. Macedonius of Constantinople who defended the doctri n e that 
the S p i r i t i s a c r e a t u r e s i m i l a r to the angels and subordinate 
to the F a t h e r and Son. 
16. c f . Ath. Tom. ad Antioch 3; 5. 
17. T h i s came to be the Western d o c t r i n e - " a p a t r e f i l i o q u e " . 
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and B V I . • I t i s , however p o s t e r i o r to both because i n n e i t h e r 
B V nor B V I , i s t h e r e any knowledge of i t or reference made to 
i t ; indeed, had i t been p u b l i s h e d e a r l i e r , B V and B VI would 
have been unnecessary. Constant t h i n k s t h a t the creed i s the 
o c c a s i o n f o r the w r i t i n g of the l e t t e r B V. But Paber"^^ i s r i g h t 
i n making i t an answer to t h a t l e t t e r . Valens and h i s p a r t y could 
not p o s s i b l y have had any doubts as to Germinius' p o s i t i o n i f he 
had a l r e a d y p u b l i s h e d such a creed before they wrote t h e i r l e t t e r . 
The creed i s t h e r e f o r e to be p l a c e d at the end of 366 or the 
beginning of 367 and must have been one of the v e r y l l a s t documents 
c o l l e c t e d , by H i l a r y . 
Notes. 
18. P.L. X c o l 717-8 ( c ) and ( e ) . 
19. P.L. X c o l 901-2 §20, 
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S e r i e s A IV, 1. L e t t e r of the E a s t e r n bishops at S a r d i c a , 342. 
SWrniARY. (1) T h i s l e t t e r from the 80 E a s t e r n bishops a t S a r d i c a 
i s addressed d i r e c t l y to s e v e r a l bishops whose sees and names are 
given, and then g e n e r a l l y to a l l the bishops, p r e s b y t e r s and 
deacons of the Church. I t opens 'with an a f f i r m a t i o n t h a t the 
t r a d i t i o n of the Church, p a r t i c u l a r l y w i t h regard to the appoint-
ment and d e p o s i t i o n of bishops, should be preserved. (2) Then 
i t launches an a t t a c k upon Marcellus who i s condemned as a h e r e t i c 
f o r denying the e t e r n i t y of the Son and His e t e r n a l Kingdom i n 
pe r s o n a l u t t e r a n c e s and i n h i s infamous book; included i n t h i s 
condemnation are h i s supporters Protogenes of S a r d i c a and Cyriacus 
of Naisus. (3) To add weight to t h e i r a c t i o n they c i t e the 
example of the c o u n c i l h e l d a t Constantinople under Constantine 
i n 336 where Marcellus was deposed and B a s i l s u b s t i t u t e d as bishop 
of Ancyra, 
(6) S i m i l a r l y , a l l the o l d a c c u s a t i o n s a g a i n s t Athanasius are 
brought forward and use i s made of h i s condemnation by the c o u n c i l s 
of Tyre and Antioch. 
(9) I n the o r i g i n a l l e t t e r there followed a s e c t i o n on Pa u l of 
Constantinople and the t e r r i b l e a c t s he committed a f t e r h i s return 
from e x i l e , but t h i s p a r t i s now l o s t . When the t e x t resumes, 
i t i s again d e a l i n g w i t h M a r c e l l u s . (10) Then, a f t e r b r i e f mention 
of the e v i l deeds of '.ASfilepa-s at Gaza and Lucius a t Adrianople, 
the E a s t e r n s r e t u r n to the a t t a c k on Athanasius, a s s e r t that a 
e o n c i l i a r decree a g a i n s t him cannot be a l t e r e d and t h a t J u l i u s and 
th e / 
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the I t a l i a n bishops, p r e v i o u s l y deceived i n t o a c c e p t i n g him i n t o ' 
communion, are now, because of t h e i r own rashness, u n w i l l i n g to 
abandon him. (11) The judges who w o r t h i l y condemned him, however, 
were not deceived, and t h e i r d e c i s i o n i s confirmed by the f a c t 
t h a t Athanasius and Ma r c e l l u s are now i n league with men l i k e 
A s c l e p a s , P a u l and Lucius, whose e v i l a c t s are known to a l l . The 
E a s t e r n s d e c l a r e t h a t these men a r e now cunningly demanding a new 
t r i a l , not i n the lands where they committed t h e i r crimes but i n 
f o r e i g n p a r t s , and (12) t r y i n g to introduce a new law that E a s t e r n 
bishops should be judged by Westerns. Not that these men had 
always been i n accord w i t h each other. (13) Athanasius, while 
s t i l l bishop, had condemned the deposed Asclepas^and Marcellus too 
had not communicated w i t h him. P a u l a l s o had subscribed 
Athanasius' d e p o s i t i o n . But now they are a l l u n i t e d i n one 
conspir a c y . (14) I n the hope of secur i n g a f r e s h and more 
favourable judgment a f t e r the death of some of h i s accusers and 
judges, Athanasius had gone i n t o I t a l y and Gaul^obtained the support 
of J u l i u s , Maximinus, Ossius and others^fend through t h e i r e f f o r t s 
the c o u n c i l had been summoned at S a r d i c a . On the command of the 
Emperor^they themselves ( i . e . the E a s t e r n s ) hastened to S a r d i c a , 
but^when they found Ossius and Protogenes i n communion with 
Athanasius and M a r c e l l u s , (15) they demanded t h a t the l a t t e r , as 
condemned bishops, should be excluded from the assembly and the 
former d e c i s i o n s concerning them heard again. T h i s request was 
r e f u s e d . (17) They made repeated p l e a s to them, but they would not 
l i s t e n . (18) They o f f e r e d to send an embassy to i n q u i r e i n t o the 
charges/ 
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charges brought a g a i n s t Athanasius,but they were a f r a i d to adopt 
t h i s p l a n . (20) Then they give a l i s t of men formerly condemned 
and now p r e s e n t at S a r d i c a - Dionysius of E l i s , Bassus of 
D i o c l e c i a n o p o l i s , A e t i u s of T h e s s a l o n i c a - (22) and accuse t h e i r 
opponents of t r y i n g to t e r r i f y them i n t o j o i n i n g the c o u n c i l by 
means of I m p e r i a l l e t t e r s . (23) I n view of these circumstances 
they d e c l a r e t h e i r r e s o l v e to r e t u r n home and to w r i t e from S a r d i c a 
t h e i r account of what has happened, f o r they could not r e c e i v e 
Athanasius and l a r c e l l u s as bishops again. (24) They request the 
bishops to whom they w r i t e not to have communion with Ossius, 
Protogenes, Athanasius, M a r c e l l u s , Asclepas, Paul, J u l i u s and t h e i r 
a s s o c i a t e s and n e i t h e r to w r i t e them nor r e c e i v e l e t t e r s from them. 
(26) They repeat t h a t the old custom of the Church should be 
preserved, that Westerns should have no powes to overthrow d e c i s i o n s 
taken by E a s t e r n bishops and v i c e v e r s a . (27) According to the 
most a n c i e n t law the whole c o u n c i l has condemned J u l i u s , O ssius, 
Protogenesj Gaudentius and Maximinus as l e a d e r s i n advocating 
communion w i t h M a r c e l l u s , Athanasius and the other c r i m i n a l s , 
condoning the c r u e l a c t s of Paul of Constantinople and (28) i n t r o -
ducing a new heresy of Marcellus mingled w i t h S a b e l l i u s and Paul. 
I n c o n c l u s i o n they ask the addressees to give t h e i r consent and 
s u b s c r i p t i o n to these decrees. 
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COMffENTARY. . A IV, 1,2,3 have been preserved only i n t h i s 
c o l l e c t i o n although a sh o r t account i s found i n Socr. H.E.II,20. 
I n a d d i t i o n to the Faber-Coiistant e d i t i o n and Bar. ad ann. 347 
n.LXZV sqq. J, A IV,. 1 i s found a l s o i n the f o l l o w i n g c o n c i l i a r 
c o l l e c t i o n s , B i n i u s I , 448 sq., Labbe-Cossart I I , 699-710, Harduin 
I , 671-681, C o l e t i I I , 731-741, Mansi I I I , 126-137. 
p.48 L.9 s i n o d i O r i e n t a l i u m - t h i s synod i s mentioned by S o c r . I I , 2 0 , 
Soz'. H.E..III,11, Nicephorus C a l l . E . H . 12, 12, Aug. c.Cresc.3,34: 
4,44, Ep.44 c.3§6; i t s importance l i e s i n the f a c t t h a t here^ f o r 
the f i r s t time s i n c e Nicaea 325,the E a s t e r n Eusebians ( c a l l e d thus 
from t h e i r l e a d e r Eusebius of Nicomedia) come forward i n open 
op p o s i t i o n to the Nicene p a r t y as such. 
Apud S e r d i c i a a - t h i s form of the name i s found only here i n 
t h i s c o l l e c t i o n . I n the Fragments as a whole^four forms are found: 
S a r d i c a , S e r d i c a , S a r d i c i a , and S e r d i c i a . Turner"^ s t a t e s t hat 
" S e r d i c a " i s the form g e n e r a l l y used i n the f o u r t h century. 
There has been some controversy as to the a c t u a l place of composi-
t i o n of t h i s l e t t e r . According to Socr. I I , 2 0 ^ t h e E a s t e r n s 
s e p a r a t e d themselves from the Westerns, met at P h i l i p p o p o l i s , and 
there wrote and i s s u e d t h e i r l e t t e r ^ r e j e c t i n g the Nicene watchword 
"homoousios" and adopting the A r i a n "anomoios" formula. But f o r 
s e v e r a l reasons t h i s evidence of Socrates i s suspect. 
F i r s t / 
Notes. 
1. tJ.T.S. X I I , 1911, p.275sq. 
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F i r s t of a l l , the E a s t e r n s themselves address t h e i r l e t t e r from 
2 
S a r d i c a . On the assumption t h a t p.60 L.28,29 "quique vulgo 
ommibusque GENTIBUS i d quod i n t e r nos f u e r a t r e f e r e b a n t " r e f e r s to 
the e n c y c l i c a l of the Westerns, Tillemont-' and C e i l l i e r maintain 
t h a t the E a s t e r n s here c o n t r a d i c t themselves because t h i s e n c y c l i c a l 
speaks of the previous departure of the E a s t e r n s from S a r d i c a ^ . 
But t h i s assumption i s by no means c e r t a i n ; and indeed the b e t t e r 
r e a d i n g i s "GSNTILIBUS;' which agrees with what precedes and with a 
previousiiistatement t h a t Athanasius had promoted heathens to bishop-
r i c e . 
Secondly, i n h i s "De Synodis" 34^ H i l a r y malces no c r i t i c i s m of 
S a r d i c a as the place from which the creed was i s s u e d , and i n h i s 
c. Const.25 he c a l l s t h i s Eusebian assembly e x p r e s s l y the Sardican 
synod. 
T h i r d l y , S o z . H . E . I I I , l l , 1 2 s t a t e s c l e a r l y t h a t the E a s t e r n s i s s u e d 
t h e i r l e t t e r from S a r d i c a ^ . 
Fourthly^ Socrates, i s . wrong i n s a y i n g t h a t they condemned the 
"homoousios" and adopted the anomoian formula i n t h e i r l e t t e r . So 
f a r from t h i s being the case, they a c t u a l l y anathematise the c h i e f 
p o i n t of the Anomoean d o c t r i n e v i z : t h a t the Son i s "ex a l i a 
s u b s t a n t i a " from the F a t h e r (p.72 L . 4 ) . T h e i r creed has s c a r c e l y 
even/ 
Notes. 
2. p.63 L.2. 
3. Mem V I , art.39 p.l42 ed.Briix, 
4. H i s t . gen. IV, 699sq. 1733 ed. 
5. c f , B I I , l l 2 , 3. 
6. He makes the P h i l i p p o p o l i t a n synod precede the one a t S a r d i c a . 
B I I , 7 g i v e s evidence f o r the E a s t e r n s holding synods on 
t h e i r way to S a r d i c a . 
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even a trace of Semiarianlsm i n i t , and Hi l a r y i n his "De Synodis" 
34sq. i n t e r p r e t s i t i n an orthodoz sense. 
7 
F i f t h l y , the assertion that the Easterns intended to deceive the 
readers , of t h e i r encyclical by representing i t as the genuine 
product of Sardica, and that t h i s was p a r t i c u l a r l y successful 
i n A f r i c a where, as a result of t h i s i deceit, only a Semiarian 
council of Sardica was known, i s unfounded. I t i s true that 
to counter the presence of the orthodox bishop of Carthage, 
Gratus, at Sardicajthe Easterns sent t h e i r encyclical to the 
Donatist bishop of Carthage and the Donatists l a t e r referred 
to t h i s , asserting that the synod of Sardica had recognised 
Q 
them. Then Augustine" states that "Sardicense conciliiun 
Arianorum f u i t " , and Coustant and the others conclude from t h i s 
that he knew only of an Eusebian synod of Sardica and nothing 
of an ortKffidoz one. But even i f t h i s was the case, i t c e r t a i n l y 
was not the r e s u l t of the Eusebians' cunning i n dating t h e i r 
l e t t e r from Sardica, f o r i n the contents of the l e t t e r i t s e l f 
the f a c t of a Western assembly meeting simultaneously at Sardica 
i s by no means concealed. Furthermore,a canon of the council 
of Carthage I gives evidence of the Africans having knowledge 
of/ 
Notes. 
• " 
7. cf. Constant P.L.X col.658 ( k ) ; Bar ad ann.347 n.LXII 
c 72-4 , 96-98. C e i l l i e r IV p.698-9- T i l l . I . e . 
8. c. Cresc,.III , 3 4 , rv, 44. Ep.44 ad Eleusium c 3 y 6 , 
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Q 
of a Western synod of Sardica . 
The evidence then seems i n favour of the view that the Easterns 
10 
drew up t h i s l e t t e r hefore they l e f t Sardica and they inscribed 
i t thus, considering themselves to be the true synod of Sardica^*--^. 
Sardica (today Sofia i n Bulgaria) was the chief c i t y of the 
province of Lower Dacia i n the Prefecture of Eastern I l l y r i c u m . 
P h i l i p p o p o l i s (so-called today and also i n Bulgaria) lay a short 
distance south-east of .Sardica and was f o r some time metropolis 
of Northern Thrace. 
p.48 L.IO a parte Arrianorum - t h i s phrase shows that the t i t l e 
i s not an i n t e g r a l part of the l e t t e r but has been added by the 
e d i t o r / 
Notes. 
9. Lauchert "Die Kanones der wichtigsten a l t k i r c h l i c h e n Concilien 
p.154 Carthage I Canon V I : - Nicasius episcopus Culusitanus 
d i x i t : Credo placere suggestionem meam s a n c t i t a t i vestrae, et 
disp l i c e r e vobis, ut q.ui serviunt dec et annixi sunt clero, 
accedant ad actus et administrationem v e l procurationem 
domoriim Gratus episcopus d i x i t : Et apostolorum statuta sunt, 
quae dicunt: Nemo mil i t a n s deo i n g e r i t se negotiis 
saecularibus; proinde aut c l e r i c i s i n t sine actionibus 
domorum, aut actores sine o f f i c i o clericoinim. Universi 
dixerunt: Hoc observemus.cf. p. 68 Sardica Canon X V I I I : -
laniiiarius episcopus d i x i t : I l l u d quoque statuat sanctitas vestra| 
ut n u l l i episcopo l i c e a t a l t e r i u s episcopi c i v i t a t i s ministrum 
eSiajlesiasticiim s o l l i c i t a r e et i n suis parochiis ordinare. 
Universi dixerunt: Placet, quia ex his contentionibus solet 
nasci discordia, et ideo prohibet omnium sententia, ne quis 
hoc facere audeat. 
10. They might even have planned, i t on t h e i r way to Sardica and 
had i t ready f o r p u b l i c a t i o n on a r r i v a l i n Sardica cf. Soz. 
I l l , 11,12.B I I , 11 7. 
11. Puchs "Bibliothek der Zirchensamm'lungen: Zweiter Theil p.l50sq. 
(Leipzig 1781) takes a s i m i l a r view. 
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e d i t o r , i t t h i s stage i n the controversy supporters of Arianism 
would not dare make open profession of t h e i r true f a i t h but had to 
be content with a rather i n s i p i d Eusebianism. 
L. 10 11 qvLod miserunt ad Africam - the Easterns would probably 
send out several copies of t h i s l e t t e r . I n dispatching one to 
A f r i c a t h e i r main purpose would be to t r y and gain the support of 
12 
the Donatist group . That there was public i*umour of t h i s can 
be concluded from Aug. Ep.44, 6. Their leader, Eusebius, had indeed 
already sought a s i m i l a r union w i t h the Meletians i n Egypt''"-^ . . 
L .12SCL. Gregorio Alexandriae episcopo etc. - i t appears that i n 
the address of the copy c i r c u l a t i n g i n Carthage, the names of the 
15 
bishops were given without mention of their, sees . Faber, i n his 
edition^gives bishop and see together but Coustant"^^ and Peder 
prefer the I^ IS order and keep them separate. 
Gregorio - Gregory was the r i v a l of Athanasius from 3 3 9 - 3 4 5 . He 
was born i n Cappadocia and i s mentioned often i n the works of 
17 
Athanasius 
2!his l e t t e r would be sent to Alexandria i n order to strengthen the 
p o s i t i o n / 
Notes. 
1 2 . cf. Aug.c.Cresc. 3 , 3 4 . 
1 3 . Ath. Apol. c.Ar . 5 9 s q . Soz.II, 2 1 . 
1 4 . No d e f i n i t e reason can be given f o r Hilary having used t h i s 
A f r i c a n copy i n his c o l l e c t i o n - perhaps i t was the one most 
ea s i l y obtained i n Gaul. 
1 5 . Aug. c. Cresc. 3 , 3 4 ; 4 , 4 4 . 
1 6 . c o l . 6 5 8 - 9 P.L.X. 
1 7 . e.g. H i s t . A r . 9 s q . , 7 4 . Encycl. Ep. adEp i s c . 2 . 
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p o s i t i o n of the Arian party there and combat Athanasius, the 
p r i n c i p a l object of attack a t t h i s time. One of the main purposes 
of the council of Sardica was to s e t t l e the dispute concerning 
Athanasius and i n t h i s l e t t e r the Eusebians give t h e i r solution, 
issuing i t as from the true council of Sardica whose decisions 
would be binding on a l l churches. 
L . I 5 . Amfioni - Amfio of Nicomedia i n Bithynia had been elected to 
his see on the deposition 01 Eusebius a f t e r the council of Nicaea 
325''"^. • Baronius"^^identifies him with the Amphion of Epiphania 
i n C i l i c i a Secunda, who was a confessor i n the persecution of 
Maximin and who attended the councils of Ancyra and Neocaesarea i n 
20 
314 and Nicaea i n 325 . Tillemont doubts t h i s because ( 1 ) a 
Ficene canon had frowned upon t h i s kind of change and i t was not 
l i k e l y to happen so soon a f t e r . ( 2 ) i t would be unf a i r to the 
memory of Amphion ( 3 ) Athanasius i n 356 praises Amphio of C i l i c i a , 
not Bithynia, f o r combating the Arians w i t h his writings^-'-. 
Donate - Donatus of Carthage i s the famous schismatic (c.3 1 3 - 3 5 5 ) . 
22 
Augustine thought that because the names of the sees were not 
given i n some copies, there could be some doubt as to v/hether the 
Donatus here mentioned was the bishop of Carthage. I t seems 
reasonably/ 
Notes. 
18. Ath. Apol.c.Ar .7^Theod.I ,19 . 
1 9 . ad ann .325 n XXXIV and IX^VII. 
2 0 . ' Mem. VI, p.356 c. 1 and 2 note 5-
2 1 . Ath. Disput. prima c. Ar. 
2 2 . c.Cresc . 3 ,34 ; 4 , 4 4 . 
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reasonably c e r t a i n , however, that as Gratus, the orthodox bishop 
of Carthage, ms present at Western Sardica, his r i v a l , Donatus, 
would be interested i n and a supporter of the Easterns. 
The recognition of Donatus as a bishop " i n ecclesia catholica" i s 
i n t e r e s t i n g , springing as i t does, not from theological reasons, 
but simply from a desire to gain additional support. • 
Desiderio - nothing i s known of Desiderius of Campania i n central 
I t a l y . The Easterns would send t h e i r l e t t e r to I t a l y specially to 
win support there against Julius who_,by h i s ^ o d at Romehad shov/n 
himself to be orie of the ablest and strongest supporters of 
Athanasius. 
23 
Fortunato - Feder thinks that Fortunatus of NeapoliS i n Campania 
was successor of bishop Calepodius who subscribed the synodal 
l e t t e r of the Westerns at Sardica^^ and who must have died between 
i t s composition and that of the present, l e t t e r (A IV, 1) because 
the l a t t e r i s already addressed to his successor. I n defence of 
his opinion he asserts that the naming of the bishop i n the 
address of the Easterns' l e t t e r does not allow any conclusion to 
be drawn as to his t h e o l o g i c a l sympathies because the l e t t e r i s 
addressed to a l l the churches. 
But (1) there i s no d e f i n i t e evidence that the Westerns' l e t t e r 
was w r i t t e n before that of the Easterns. (2) i t seems more 
reasonable to presume that the Eusfbians v/ould p r i m a r i l y address 
themselves/ 
lS"^®^Stud. I I , P.114-5J 
24. B 11,2. 
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themselves t o t h e i r own supporters - no advantage cQul"d-be -ained 
from any other course of action - that the purDose of adaressing . 
the .churches generally was a secondary one, viz : to counteract an/ 
"ecuraenical" claims made by the Westerns, and that j u s t as Donatus 
was r i v a l to Gratus and Gregory to Athanasius, so Fortunatus v/ould 
be r i v a l , to Calepodius, though tether as an Arian or on soine other 
ground, i t isImpossible to say. 
p.48 L.14 Ariminensi clero - the te x t is corrupt and various 
reading's have been given. A^^ reads "ariminiacleno" (perhaps frora 
"arimin-"'clero") . C gives "ariminiaclino", ^ Ariminiadeno^^. 
Thes. l i n g . l a t . 2 p.575 takes i t as the name of a bishop 
"Ariminiadenus". Tillemont^? and Savio^^ break up "Ariminiadeno" 
into "Ariraini" and "Adeno" (or "Athenio")• Feder^9 points out that 
the text of A, which Tillemont and Savio had not seen, i s against 
t h i s conjecture. Again, i f i t be taken as an,adjective i.e. 
Ariminiadeno Carapaniae episcopo, the following c i t i e s have been 
proposed as the see:- Acerrae i n Ca-npania^*^ and Aesernia i n old 
Saraniura^"^. 
Feder^:iaG shown that a r b i t r a r y changes on the part of the copyist 
of 
can not be proved i n A, and so i t i s only by an error^eading o r 
w r i t i n g / 
Notes. 
2 5 . The MS. usually follov/ed by Feder. 
2 6 . the one adopted by Constant P.L.X col.659 a. 
2 7 . Mem VI, 1704, a r t . 39 T3 .334. 
2 8 . i n R i v i s t a d i scienze storische V I I , v o l . I ( I 9 1 0 ) 25 . 
29. Stud. I I , 113. • 
3 0 . Ughelli VI, 2 l 6 s q . 
3 1 . Ughelli V I , 366sq . 
3 2 . C.S.E.L. LXV Pref. t). XXVII. 
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w r i t i n g that the present form "Ariminiacleno" has occurred, peder 
suggests that the f i r s t part refers to Ariminum and the second 
to "clerus". Many strange names, he continues, have arisen i n A 
through false s o l u t i o n of the shortened forms;' there i s such a 
false s o l u t i o n i n t h i s case ('arimin) and the word "ariminiacleno" 
can be e a s i l y dissected i n t o "ariminensi clero". Thisrform was 
used probably because the see was vacant at t h i s p a r t i c u l a r time. 
There i s another instance of t h i s form i n H i l . De Syn. 1, where 
Hil a r y addresses the bishops of Gaul and Genaany thus:-
"coepiscopos provinciae Germaniae primae et Germaniae secundae... 
et ex Narbonensi plebibus et c l e r i c i s Tolosanis", The see of 
Toulouse was vacant because of the e x i l e of bishop Rhodanius, and 
so H i l a r y says i n his address "people and clergy". 
Bishop Cyriacus i s sometimes assigned to the see at the time of 
the Sardican council, but wrongly, because the Cyriacus concerned 
was bishop of Naissus-^-^. 
L.15,16 Euthicio, Maximo, Sinfe r o n t i - l i t t l e i s known about these 
three bishops, Euthicius of Campania, Maximus of Salona i n 
Dalmatia and Sinferon. 
The confusion e x i s t i n g i n the te x t between the names of the bishops 
and t h e i r sees .may be explained by the f a c t that not a l l the copies 
34 
of the l e t t e r contained the names of the sees and conseq.uently 
these were added l a t e r to the t e x t . 
Notes. 
33. cf. Fed. Stud.II. I n t r o d . 2,9 and p.113-114. 
34. Aug. c. Cresc. 3,34; 4,44. 
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| ) . 49 L.lsq. a diversis Orientalium p r o v i n c i i s etc. - t h i s l i s t of 
provinces i s preserved also i n H i l . De Syn .34, i n the Cod.Ver.LX 
(Lat i n version) and i n the Syrian version of the Easterns' creed i n 
35 
Cod. P a r i s i n . syr.62 . 
The l i s t i n A IV, 1 , i s the shortest of the four, having only 
twenty four names, including Isauria, not foiind i n the other l i s t s j 
and Arabia, which also occurs i n De Syn.34 but not i n the other 
two l i s t s . Among the names of bishops given i n A IV, 3_,no mention 
i s made of a bishop from Isauria, though bishops from Egypt and. 
Pannonia, not given i n A IV, l^are mentioned}^ 
L.8sq. Est q^uidem etc - at the very beginning of t h e i r l e t t e r the 
Easterns defend themselves against the charge of schism. They 
assert t h e i r eagerness to preserve the u n i t y of the Church, to 
hold f a s t to i t s t r a d i t i o n s and rules, and to eschew a l l new sects 
and t r a d i t i o n s . The "new t r a d i t i o n s " r e f e r to the a c q u i t t a l of 
Athanasius and Marcellus by the synod of Rome under Julius despite 
37 
t h e i r previous condemnation at Tyre., I n his letter"^ Julius had 
already anticipated such an objection and unveiled the hjrpocrisy 
Of the Easterns i n t h i s matter. 
L . 9 s q . ut sancta domini etc - l i k e the council of Nicaea 325, the 
synod of Sardica had, as one of the reasons of i t s inception, the 
removal/ 
Notes. 
3 5 . cf. Peder p.68-69. 
3 6 . Mysia, Pannonia and Dacia could have been omitted i n A IV, 1 
as being more co r r e c t l y Western provinces, but inserted quite 
accurately i n the other versions benanc,^ +u ^ , representatives at Eastern Sardicl?^^^® *^^y yet had 
3 7 . Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq . 
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removal of a l l dissensions and tfe.e restoring of peace to the Church. 
The Easterns here pay l i p - s e r v i c e to t h i s aim. 
L.14sq.. t l i t ecclesiae regula etc. - cf. note on L.8sq.. 
L.17 maxime i n . . . exponendis - another aim of the synod was to 
s e t t l e the vexed q.uestion of the deposed bishops^cf. the Y/esterns' 
l e t t e r - ^ ^ and t h e i r l e t t e r to Julius-^^. 
The word "exponere" i s used often i n t h i s l e t t e r i n the sense of 
"depose" e.g. p.60 1.12; p..61 L.13,i4; p.63 L.5. I t may be the 
influence of the Greek eK^ jSo'-VNco. 
L. 22,23 Marcellus quidam Galaciae - the Easterns could be expected 
to begin t h e i r l e t t e r w i t h a preliminary attack on Marcellus of 
40 
Ancyra. Even among the Westerns opinion was divided about him. 
The charges brought against him are that he t r i e s to divide, or 
put l i m i t s t o , the perpetual, eternal and timeless kingdom of the 
Lord Jesus Christ, saying that He began to reign 400 years before 
and that His r u l e w i l l end w i t h the end of the world; he asserts 
that i n the conception of the body He became the image of the 
i n v i s i b l e God and then was made the bread, the door and the l i f e ; 
thus m n g l i n g the false assertions of Sabellius, the wickedness of 
Paul of Samosata and the blasphemies of Montanus. I n %S the East-s 
erns also r e f e r to the outrages which took place on the retur n of 
Marcellus from exile a f t e r the death of Constantine. 
Nothing/. 
Notes. 
38. B I I , 1, 
39. B I I , 2o • 40. cf. B I I , 9. 
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Nothing very d e f i n i t e i s known about Marcellus. Even his own 
generation found i t d i f f i c u l t to reach a satisfactory conclusion 
upon him and our task today i s made a l l the more d i f f i c u l t by the 
f a c t that his w r i t i n g s have reached us only through the work of 
his opponent,Eusebius of Caesarea^"^. 
While the Eusebians were consistent i n t h e i r condemnation^^, the 
Nicenes at f i r s t declared i n his favour^-^ but l a t e r changed t h e i r 
opinion because of his connection with Photinus. Athanasius, 
44 
questioned by Epiphanius ^ would give no decided opinion; indeed_, 
according to B I I , 9.pAthanasius had broken from Ivlarcellus s h ortly 
a f t e r Sardica. H i l a r y , Basil the Great, Chrysostom judged him 
more severely. 
There seems l i t t l e doubt that the d i v e r s i t y of opinion on Marcellus 
has arisen from the fact that,although he affirmed the p r i n c i p a l 
tenets of the Nicene creed, and thus gained the support of the 
Nicene party, he was not completely s a t i s f i e d with i t . I n 
p a r t i c u l a r he t r i e d to work out fur t h e r the problem of the relations 
of Father and Son i n the T r i n i t y , and i n so doing gave the 
Eusebians opportunity to condemn him on theological grounds 
without d i r e c t l y a f f e c t i n g the authority of the council of Nieae®,. 
Zahn^^ has shown that Marcellus adopted much of the t r a d i t i o n a l 
theology/ 
Notes. 
41. adv. Baarc.II and De Eccles. T h e o l . I I I . 
42. e.g. at- Constantinople 336, Eastern Sardica. 
43. e.g. at Rome, Western Sardica. 
44. • Haer. 72. 
45. ivlarcellus von Ancyra p. 216-245. 
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theology of Asia Minor, especially as seen i n the writings of 
Trenaeus, and represented a reaction against the philosophical 
ideas of Origen and a return to Scriptural teaching, i n p a r t i c u l a r 
that of St. John. But f o r Marcellus, as indeed f o r a l l the 
Nicene leaders, the idea of personality was a very d i f f i c u l t one 
and even with, his renewed emphasis on Scripture he gained no clear 
perception of the inherent personal distinctness of the Father and 
the Son. Like Arius, Marcellus thought that the idea of Sonship 
involved a beginning and an i n f e r i o r i t y , so that a Son of God i s 
neither eternal nor equal to the Father. This i s not to say - as 
the Arians. did - that the Son i s a creature; filarcellus affirmed 
the Lord's true deity. On the basis of St. John's Gospel he 
asserted that i n the beginning was not the Son but the Logos, and 
that the l a t t e r i s the proper term to denote the Lord's r e l a t i o n -
ship w i t h the Father. The Logos i s not only the s i l e n t , thinking 
p r i n c i p l e which i s i n God, but also the active, creating p r i n c i p l e 
which comes f o r t h from God and yet remains with God. I t was 
only when the Logos came f o r t h and was invested with human nature 
that He became Son of God and Image of God. Thus i t might be 
i n f e r r e d t h a t i t was only when the Logos descended i n t o t r u e , 
created, human f l e s h and became separated from the Father that 
He acquired a sort of independent personality. But the Logos 
can not wear a servant's form f o r ever, i t must be l a i d aside; 
the Son of God s h a l l d e l i v e r up the Kingdom to the Father that 
the Kingdom of God may have no end, and then the Logos s h a l l 
r e t u r n and be immanent as before. 
I t seems safe to presume that Marcellus did not succeed i n 
securing/ 
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securing a s a t i s f a c t o r y answer to the problem he had set himself, 
and the resultant confusion gave a certain p l a u s i b i l i t y to the 
charges brought against him of Sabellianism, the doctrine of a 
single divine essence under a t r i p l e name, and of following the 
errors of Paul of Samosata i n conceiving an impersonal Logos 
descending i n t o human f l e s h , while his connection with Ancyra would 
give r i s e to the accusation of being involved i n the errors of 
the Montanists. 
•The Sasterns had therefore an abundance of material from which to 
construct a good case f o r the charges brought against him. 
I t . i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note that Eusebius'^^ states that Marcellus 
at one moment descends i n t o the utmost p i t of Sabellius, at another 
attempts to revive the heresy of Paul of Samosat&, and at yet 
another reveals himself as a downright Jew. 
p.49 L.26 ante quadringentos annos - i n the Oratio syn. Sard, ad 
Const. I § 5 p.183 L.21,22 we f i n d another instance of the number 
400 occurring where 300 would seem to us to be more natural. 
47 
p. 50 L. 5 l i b r o . . . pleno - Marcellus' book i s no longer extant ' 
but H i l a r y had i t i n his possession!^ 
L . l l Sabelli - f o r note on Sabellius see A I p.44 L.5,6. 
Notes. 
46. Eccl. Theol. 3. 6. 4. 
47. see note p.49 L.22. 
48. B. I I , 9 p. 146 L.8, 9. 
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Pauli Samosatenis - Paul of Samosata asserted that the logos was 
not a substantive Person, but an impersonal Utterance of God, and 
that Christ was an earthly man, indwelt impersonally by divine 
influences, to which he responded with obedience so complete that 
49 
He was exalted to fellowship w i t h God. . Paul was condemned by 
the Origenist council of Antioch 268. 
L. 12 Montani - Montanus, a native of the v i l l a g e of Ardabau i n 
50 
that part of I/iysia which borders on Phrygia"^ i n the l a t t e r half of 
the. second century originated the f i r s t schism on record. His 
sect proclaimed the new dispensation of the Paraclete which was to 
supersede that of the Old Testament and that of the New Testament, 
and so to be the f i n a l stage of revelation i n view of the nearness 
of the second Advent. A section of Asiatic Montanists who 
followed Aeschines i n c l i n e d to Modalism^"^ but,on the whSie.in 
doctrine.Montanism was no heresy. 
L.19sq. condicitur namque etc - according to Socr.I, 36 the 
Eusebians began to consider the case of Marcellus at Jerusalem i n 
335 but had to postpone t h i s because of a summons from the 
Emperor to' come to Constantinople. They then held a synod i n t h i s 
c i t y / 
Notes. 
49. Robertson "Athanasius" p.XZVII, ZXVIII argues strongly f o r 
a connection.between Paul and Arius through Lucian the Martyr. 
50. Eus. H.E. V, 16 7, 
51. Ps.-Tert. Adv. Omn. haer V I I . 
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c i t y and asked Marcellus to f u l f i l the promise he had made at 
Jerusalem of burning his book against the Arian sophist, Asterius 
of Cappadocia, because i t was infected with the errors of Paul of 
Samosata. This Marcellus now refused to do. I n t h e i r l e t t e r to 
the Emperor, the Eusebians further accused Marcellus of having 
i n s u l t e d Constantine by refusing to attend the consecration of the 
church i n Jerusalem. On these tv/o accounts the synod deposed him 
and requested a l l the bishops i n his province of Galatia to destroy 
his book*^ . 
I n t h i s part of t h e i r l e t t e r , the Eusebians are at great pains to 
show tha t they acted at Constantinople i n a regular fashion and i n 
accordance v/ith the t r a d i t i o n s of the Church. F i r s t of a l l , they 
had t r i e d to teach Marcellus the error of his ways, and, a f t e r 
several vain attempts, had condemned him i n e c c l e s i a s t i c a l fashion 
(probably r e f e r r i n g to the procedure adopted by the Church with 
regard to heretics i n the past). Then they had preserved his 
errors i n the Archives of the Church f o r the sake of p o s t e r i t y and 
a p r o t e c t i o n to Scripture. Thirdly a book r e f u t i n g his opinions 
had been drawn up by the bishops (that i s the one w r i t t e n by 
Eusebius of Caesarea c. Marc. I & I I ) and t h i s had been subscribed 
by two men who are now supporting him, namely, Protogenes of 
Sardica and Cyriacus of Maisus. 
The great importance placed on t r a d i t i o n at t h i s time i s shown by 
t h e i r repeated emphasis on the fact that these acts have been done 
by '^their parents and elders" (even though they took place only 
8/ 
Notes. • ' • 
52. Socr. I , 36.Soz.,Il^33. 
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8 or 9 years before.') They f e e l t h e i r case strengthened whenever 
they have t r a d i t i o n (no matter how recent!) as a basis f o r t h e i r 
argument 5-^ . 
I n t h i s case, however, i t carries no weight because, though they, 
complain that the Nicenes overthrow the t r a d i t i o n of the Churchjiby 
receiving Athanasius and Marcellus despite t h e i r previous condemna-
t i o n , they themselves had been g u i l t y of t h i s offence i n the f i r s t 
place by receiving the Arians condemned at Nicaea^^-. 
p. 51 L.2 post unam et secundam multasque correptiones - cf.Titus 
3, 10. 
L.6 a c t i s . . e c c l e s i a s t i c i s - see note on p.50 L.19sq. 
L.10,11 i n archive ecclesiae - the old Christian churches seem to 
have reserved a room f o r the preservation of l i t u r g i c a l books and 
documents r e l a t i v e to the administration of the Christian communi-
t i e s , but nothing d e f i n i t e i s known about t h i s . By the t h i r d 
century there are more numerous and precise references to l i b r a r i e s 
such as those at Jerusalem and Carthage, which contained both 
canonical and uncanonical books. A great many l i b r a r i e s were 
destroyed i n the persecution of Diocletian, but with peace they 
gradually/ 
Notes. 
53. see also 11 23,26. 
54. cf. the l e t t e r of Julius i n Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 20sq. 
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gradually recoverei.d and extended u n t i l i n the fourth century every 
church of importance possessed one. 
L.16 l i b e r sententiarum - i. e . the c. Marc.I & I I w r i t t e n by 
Eusebius of Caerarea^^. 
L.18. Protogenes - i n 316 Constantine addressed a l e t t e r concern-
ing manumission i n church to Protogenes, bishop of Sardica i n 
Dacia^^. He occupied a prominent place at the council of Nicaea 
and was entrusted w i t h the duty of making i t s decress known through-
57 
out Dacia, Calabria, Dardania and the surrounding regions^'. 
As bishop of Sardica he n a t u r a l l y played a leading part i n the 
council there^^. There i s no other record of the incident 
mentioned by the Easterns. 
Cyriacus a Naiso - t h i s i s the reading adopted by Peder on the 
" basis of A IV, 1 p. 66 L.9, 10 "Gaudentiiim aatem ut inmemorem 
decessoris sui Cy r i a c i " , B I I , 4 n 32 "Gaudentius a Dacia de Naiso" 
and Soz.H.E.III,ll" - r*vre I"«ur£vr/ov ^ 5 iw^y/ncL (rrrouTo^c-oiVM/(upotxw, 
ov ^•t^'t '^o'-To. Coiistant^'^suggests Cyriacus Ariminensis, but 
t h i s conjecture i s paleographically untenable. 
As/ 
Notes. 
55. see p.50 L.19sq. 
56. Cod.lBst. I , X I I I , 1; Eriegel Corp. lud. Civ. cl,13 p.89-90. 
57. Gelasius Cyg. De Act. Nic. Cone.II,27,36. 
58. Socr. I I , 20. Ath. c . A r . I I , 
59. see also p.66 L.5sq. 
60. P.L.X,661 b. 
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As the Easterns knew that Cyriacus was already dead before the 
61 
council of Sardica met , they must mean the bishop to stand f o r 
the see here. 
p.52 L . l qui se ecclesiasticos volunt - i.e. they wish to be 
known as church-men but, by receiving a heretic i n t o communion, 
t h e i r acts show that they are not. 
62 L.3 i l l i s - i. e . those at the council of Constantinople 
L.4-6 etenim Marcellus..requisivit - Marcellus seeking help i n 
fo r e i g n parts i s undoubtedly a reference to the synod held at Rome 
under J u l i u s , which acquitted Athanasius and Marcellus. The 
Easterns make i t appear as i f Marcellus had made the f i r s t approach 
but i t was actually the Eusebians who had sent a deputation to Rome 
with charges against Athanasius, and^v/hen hard pressed, had asked 
Jul i u s to convene a synod. Only then had Athanasius and Marcellus 
set out f o r Rome to defend themselves against t h e i r accusations. 
On t h e i r imminent a r r i v a l , the Eusebians, knowing t h e i r case to be 
hopeless, had given a l l sorts of pretexts f o r refusing to attend 
the'^synod^^. But the synod was held despite t h e i r withdrawal, 
f u l l i n q u i r y made i n t o the charges, and Athanasius and Marcellus 
declared u n j u s t l y deposed and admitted to the commumon of the 
Church of Rome. 
Notes. 
61. c f. A IV, f 27 p.661.9. 
62. see note p.i5o L .19sq. 
63. cf. J u l i u s ' l e t t e r Ath. Apol.c. Ar.22sq. 
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I t i s the oft-repeated complaint of the Easterns i n t h e i r l e t t e r ' 
that i t was only i n foreign parts, where they and t h e i r acts were 
not i n t i m a t e l y known, that t h e i r opponents could gain a c q u i t t a l . 
I t i s obvious that i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r instance at least t h e i r 
complaint carries no weight. Athanasius, too, had already shown 
that i t was without foundation because shortly before the council 
of Rome he had held a synod i n Alexandria specially to disprove 
the charges brought against him and the Egyptians had sent out a 
65 
circumstantial l e t t e r i n his defence 
I.9sq.. q.uiq.ue sub praetexto etc. - see note on p.491.22, 
p. 53 Ii.10,11 sed propter... Earcello - according to Faber and 
Co:Hetant^^ t h i s sentence i s an i n t e r p o l a t i o n , though they give no 
reason f o r t h i s opinion. Peder takes i t as genuine. There 
seems no reason why i t should not be a genuine part of the t e x t , 
rounding o f f the section before a new attack i s launched, t h i s time 
on Athanasius.' 
L.12 Athanasio - the Easterns had attacked Marcellus on d o c t r i n a l 
grounds but d i f f e r e n t t a c t i c s had to be adopted against Athanasius. 
By remaining f i r m to the Nicene Creed, he had given them no scope 
f o r a charge of heresy. Their method therefore, v/as to accuse 
hin/' 
Notes. 
64 . cf. p. 56 I.21,24sq.. 
65. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.lsq.. 
66. P.I. X c o l . 663. 
67. Praef. XXVII, 
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him of conduct and acts p r e j u d i c i a l to and unworthy of the 
episcopal o f f i c e . 
Through general confessions of allegiance to the Nicene Creed, 
the Eusebians had been able to secure the return of those who had 
been ex i l e d a t , or soon a f t e r , the council of Nicaea, but 
Athanasius refused to receive them i n t o communion. 
Because of t h i s , the Eusebians represented his a t t i t u d e to the 
Emperor, as one of contentious obstinacy, disturbing the peace which 
68 
Constantine was so eager to secure . With the help of the 
Meletians they were able to br i n g forward accusations i n support 
69 
of t h i s against Athanasius . The l a t t e r was able to baulk t h e i r 
f i r s t attempts, but some time l a t e r the Meletians were again bribed 
70 
to make f u r t h e r accusations . Then i n 334 at Caesarea i n 
71 
Palestine the Eusebians convened a synod and summoned Athanasius 
to i t . He refused to come and made his defence to the Emperor who 
accepted i t and ordered Eusebius and his friends, already hastening 
to Caesarea, to return. I n 335, however, the Eusebians and 
Meletians persuaded Constantine to c a l l a synod at Tyre, to which 
Athanasius was summoned by the Emperor. According to A lY, 1 
§7jbishops came to Tyre from Macedonia, Pannonia, Bithynia and a l l 
the parts of the East. At. t h i s council the Meletians accused 
Athanasius/ 
Notes. 
68. Ath. Apol. c. Ar . 5 9 . 
6g. i b i d . 60. 
70. those concerning Ischyras and Arsenius - see Ath.Apol. c. Ar. 63sq,| 
71. A IV, 1^7. 
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Athanasius of disturbing the peace and uni t y of the Egyptians by 
72 
his oppressive measures . His p r i e s t , Macarius, again accused 
of the destruction of the chalice, was brought i n chains to Tyre -^^ 
and Ischyras was i n c i t e d , by the promise of a see from the Eusebian^ 
to r e t u r n to the a t t a c k ? / h e n the accusation concerning Arsenius 
was made, however, Athanasius threw everything i n t o confusion by 
producing hijn before the council ' ^5^ IJ^^Q Eusebians covered t h e i r 
embarrassment by appointing a thoroughly biased commissions^ to go 
to Ischyras' own country, Mareotis, and make further i n q u i r i e s . 
That the accusations were without foundation i s proved by the two 
l e t t e r s of the clergy of Mareotis'^'^ who assert that with the help 
of the prefect, Philagrius, and by threats and vi o l e n t treatment 
the t r u t h had been suppressed and false testimonies encouraged. 
I n addition the Egyptian bishops at Tyre openly confronted the 
Eusebians w i t h t h e i r conspiracy against Athanasius and t h e i r biased 
selection of the deputation to Mareotis . By t h i s time i t was 
evident that a l l chance of securing a f a i r sentence from the synod 
of Tyre had disappeared and Athanasius now l e f t the council, hoping 
i n t h i s way to put an end to i t s proceedings f o r he declared i t 
t o / 
Notes. 
72. Sog.11,25. Soz.11,31 states that disturbing the peace was i n 
the eyes of the Emperor the greatest offence. 
73. Ath. Apol. c. Ar . 7 1 . 
74. ibid.85-
75. Theod. I , 30. Socr.I,. 29sq. Soz I I , 25. 
76. I t s members were Theognis of Nicaea, Maris of Chalcedon, 
Ursacius 01 Singidunum, Valens of Mursa, Macedonius of 
Mopsuestia and Theodorus of Heraclea. 
77. i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 74,75. 
78. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 77sq. 
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to be an acknowledged m l e that whatever was deterriiined .• by one 
party alone was invalid'''^. But t h i s did not deter the Eusebians; 
having received t h e i r deputation from Mareotis with t h e i r false 
statements and accusations, they deposed Athanasius, and, to prevent 
a l l distiirbances, forbade his return to Alexandria. Meanwhile 
80 
Athanasius had gone to the Emperor at Constantinople and requested 
him to allow him to make his defence before the bishops from Tyre. 
This was granted, and t h i s time the Eusebians brought a new charge, 
namely, that Athanasius had threatened to hinder the yearly import 
81 
of GOrn from Alexandria to Constantinople . According to 
Athanasius, Theodoret and Socrates, the Eusebians how said nothing 
82 
about the chalice and Arsenius, though Sozomen states that they 
did bring the accusation concerning the chalice and the Emperor 
probably believed i t . I t would seem that Athanasius was given no 
opportunity to make a f u r t h e r defence but was exiled to Treves by 
the Emperor c.335/336, the r e a l charge probably being that he 
threatened the peace of the Church. Nevertheless Constantine 
refused to allov/ the Eusebians to appoint another bishop f o r 
Alexandri a. 
Only on the general amnesty given by Constantine' s sons i n 338 was 
Athanasius/ 
Notes. 
79. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.82. I n t h e i r l e t t e r (A IV, 1§ 7 p.54 L.13sq) 
the Easterns assert that Athanasius was s t i l l present when 
the sentence was passed. 
80. i n a l e t t e r to Athanasius, preserved i n Ath. Apol. c.Ar.68, 
Constantine admits the f a l s i t y of the l e l e t i a n accusations. 
81. Socr. 1,35. Theod. 1,31. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.87. 
82. I I , 28. 
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83 Athanasius able to r e t u r n from e x i l e and even, then i t was i n face 
of strong opposition from the Eusebians. I n 339 the l a t t e r set up ; 
a bishop of t h e i r own i n Alexandria i n opposition to Athanasius. 
He was the former p r i e s t , Pistus, who had already been deposed f o r 
his Arian views by Athanasius' predecessor and by the council of 
Nicaea, but was now consecrated bishop by Secundus of Ptolemais," 
who had also beencfeposed at Nicaea®^. Not only did they bring 
forward a l l the old charges against Athanasius but invented new 
a,ccusations about the violences and persecutions occasioned on his 
85 
r e t u r n to Alexandria , These complaints were presented to the 
three Emperors and an embassy was sent i n 339 to Julius of Rome 
comprising the presbyter Macarius and the two deacons Martyrius 
and Hesychius. The copy of the false accusations contained i n the 
Mareotic Acts and delivered by the embassy to Julius was now i n t u r n 
sent by the l a t t e r to Athanasius who immediately sent envoys on his 
own behalf to Rome and to the Emperors Constantine and Constans 
87 
and assembled bishops from Egypt, Libya, Thebes and Pentapolis to 
a synod i n Alexandria where the accusations of the Eusebians were 
disproved. On the impending a r r i v a l at Rome of the envoys from 
Athanasius, Macarius withdrew and the two deacons t r i e d to evade 
am awkward s i t u a t i o n by demanding a synod. Julius acceded to 
t h e i r request and sent l e t t e r s both to Athanasius and to the 
Eusebians/ 
Notes. 
83. Ath. Hist. Ar. ad mon. 8. 
84. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 19,24 .Encycl. ad e>nisc. e^-ist. 6. 
85. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 3sq. 
86. Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 22,24, 83. Hist. Ar.^9. 
87. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. Isq. 
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88 Eusebians . While Athanasius was hastening to Rome f o r t h i s 
purpose, the prefect of Egypt, Philagrius, published a decree.to 
the ef f e c t that a certain Gregory of Cappadocia had been appointed 
as successor of Athanasius. The l a t t e r had no doubt that t h i s 
action had been in s t i g a t e d by the Susebians and i t occasioned 
fresh tumults^ 9 . 
After Athanasius had waited a long time i n Rome f o r his defence^O, 
the Eusebians at l a s t replied to J u l i u s , giving various reasons 
91 
f o r not attending the s^niod^ . Athanasius stayed on i n Rome u n t i l 
Constans summoned him to Milan and then sent him to Gaul to meet 
Ossius and the Gallican bishops i n preparation f o r the synod of 
Sardica .92 
p.53 L .12 de Athanasio quondam Alexandriae episcopo - thus 
designated because of the i n t r u s i o n of Gregory of Cappadocia into 
h i s see93. 
Notes. 
88. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20,22, 24. Hist. Ar. 9 , 
89. Ath. Epist. Encycl. ad Episc. 3sq. 
90. 18 months according to Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 29.-
9 1 . e.g. that the Council of Tyre had already deposed Athanasius 
and therefore a new inquiry would undermine the authority of 
councils . Jul i u s ansv;ered t h i s i n his l e t t e r by saying that 
even_the Fathers of the great Wicene Council had given t h e i r 
permission f o r the decisions of one council to be t r i e d by 
another. • The Eusebians themselves had already ~one be^^ond 
Nicaea i n welcoming,back the Arians exiled there. 
92. Ath. Apol. ad Sonst. 4. 
93. Ath. Epist. Encycl. 2sq. 
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L.14 p r o p r i i s manibus - i t was actually Macarius who had been 
accused of t h i s i n the f i r s t place^"^. But he was a presbyter under 
the command of Athanasius to whom, therefore, the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 
f o r the act couaid conceivably be a t t r i b u t e d . I n a l e t t e r to 
95 
Athanasius Ischyras confesses that t h i s accusation was false. 
L . I 9 . Scyram - f o r Ischyras see note on Athanasius p. 53 L .12 , also 
Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 63sq. I n Apol. c.Ar. 63 Athanasius denies that 
Ischyras was a clergyman^^ and indeed as early as the Alexandrian 
council 324 his ordination-by C^lluthus had been pronoimced n u l l 
97 
and void 
The Easterns here sffiuse Athanasius of violence but^according to 
his account i n the Apol. c. A r . ^ i t i s they who have supported t h e i r 
accusations by threats of violence and the use of m i l i t a r y power. 
There i s no record i n the Apol. e.Ar. of Isc.hyras being handed over 
to a m i l i t a r y guard, but Socrates^^ relates the arrest of Arsenius 
at Tyre, an event which e f f e c t u a l l y destroyed that p a r t i c u l a r 
accusation against Athanasius. The Easterns may have deliberately 
confused the two. 
p.'53 L .20 ^piscoporum internicione - Athanasius had already been 
accused of murdering Arsenius, but had thrown his accusers into 
complete/ 
Notes. 
94. Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 60. 
95. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 64. 
96. contrast p. 53 L. 18 "presbiterum vero ipsum"» 
97. see also Ath. Apol. c.Ar.12, 74 etc. 
98. I , 29. 
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99 complete confusion by producing him a l i v e at the council of Tyre 
L.21sq. quique etiam diebus etc. - at the council of Tyre 335, 
Ca l l i n i c u s , former bishop of Pelusiujn, charged Athanasius with 
having used violence to secure his deposition, acted i m j u s t l y and 
despotically, and attempted, by false information, to gain the 
100 
favour of Hyginus, the governor of Egypt. This section i n the 
l e t t e r might r e f e r to these charges, though we have no exact 
information to e x p l a i n the reference to Easter nor any d e f i n i t e 
proof of Athanasius having used the imperial power.cf.§ 7-
L. 22 ducibus atque comitibus - t h i s phrase i s probably a duplication 
of the same idea f o r the sake of emphasis. At t h i s time "duces" 
were sometimes given the honorary rank of "comltes". 
1.25,26 necatus..fuerant - i t i s probably correct to take t h i s as 
part of the orajginal t e x t of the l e t t e r , cf. the note on p. 53 L. 10,11. 
This applies also to 1.29,30 "erant quidem..obiecta". 
§ 7. I'or the councils at Caesarea Palaestina and Tyre see note on 
Athanasius p.53 1.12. 
p.54 I.8sq. sed suo de con c i l i o etc. - i.e.* the deputation sent 
from Tyre to Mareotis, cf. p.53 1.12 note. 
Notes. 
99. Theod. I , 30. Socr. I , 29sq. Soz.II, 25. 
100. Soz.II, 25. 
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101 I..13, 14 i n praesentem Athanasium - Athanasius accused the 
Eusebians of sending t h e i r deputation to Mareotis simply f o r the 
purpose of achieving at a distance and i n his absence what they 
had f a i l e d to accomplish i n his presence at the council of Tyre. 
He f e l t i t v/as only ah excuse to repair t h e i r plans which had been 
sadly disorganised by the weight of evidence brought against t h e i r 
accusations. Again ,from the account given i n Apol.c.Ar.82>it 
would appear that Athanasius had l e f t the council while the inquiry 
i n Mareotis was s t i l l being pursued and not a f t e r sentence had been 
passed, as the Easterns t r y to make out. I t i s obvious that the 
Easterns have i n mind Athanasius' argTme.nt that by leaving the 
council he had thus automatically brought the proceedings to a 
close because i t was an acknowledged rule that whatever was decided 
102 
by one party alone was i n v a l i d . I n Theod»II, 13 j l i b e r i u s 
supports Athanasius' account by asserting i n his conference with 
Constantius that "no judgment has ever been passed on Athanasius i n 
his presence"'. 
103 L.17 i n exiliuim deportavit - he was sent to Treves i n Gaul 
I.19sq. sacrilegus i n deum etc. - i n the course of time the story 
concerning Ischyras gradually impro\red in. d e t a i l . I n the f i r s t 
account, Macarius had been accused of using violence and breaking 
the chalice. The next version was that Ischyras had been actually 
celebrating/ 
Notes. 
101. Apol. c. Ar. 72, 
10®. Apol. c. Ar.^82.^ 103. see p.55 £.12 note. 
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celebrating the Eucharist i n church when Macarius had burst i n upon 
him and not only broken the chalice but overturned the Holy Table. 
The t h i r d step was to lay a l l t h i s to the account of Athanasius 
himself. 
I n his Apol. c. Ar. 74,75,76,83, Athanasius points out the various 
discrepancies between the d i f f e r e n t accounts, shows that Ischyras 
had never been a minister of the Church, nor had he ever had a 
church, that no cup was broken nor table overturned. 
1.22,23 auctoritas l e g i s . . t r a d i t i o - these expressions seem to be 
nearly synonymous. "Canon ecclesiae" w i l l r e f e r to the rul e of the 
Church i n general. 
L.25, 26 post plurimum tempus - Athanasius was i n exile a l i t t l e 
over two years"''^'^. On his release from e x i l e , he seems to have 
taken the i n d i r e c t overland route to Sgypt"^*^^. 
I.26sq. quique p r a e t e r i t a etc - Athanasius,in his Festal Letter XI^ 
and Socrates_^II, 3,15pspeak of tumults a f t e r his return from e x i l e , 
;but there i s no evidence elsewhere of the charges made here. 
According to Socr. I I , 24 the same kind of charge was brought 
against Athaaaasius a f t e r the synod of Sardica. 
Notes. 
104. cf. Theod. I I , 1; also the evidence of Athanasius' Festal 
Letter f o r 338. 
105. cf. Ath. Apol. ad Const. 5. see f u r t h e r note on p.55, 
L.26,27. 
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This type of.general statement giving no specific d e t a i l s , 
inentioning no p a r t i c u l a r persons or places, weakens the Easterns' 
case, especially when contrasted with the lengthy accounts of 
episodes and events known to a l l , which are given i n the other parts 
of t h e i r l e t t e r . The natural presumption i s that i f the accusa-
tions had been true, they would have followed t h e i r customary style 
of g i v i n g lengthy, complete d e t a i l s about the various bishops and 
churches concerned. The charges made here are indeed refuted i n 
the l e t t e r of the Egypition bishops"*"^^-
107 
p. 55, L. 6 ex i t t d i c i o c o n c i l i i - according to Julius ', an 
Antiochene synod had deposed Athanasius and nominated Gregory of 
Cappadocia i n his place. As Athanasius' Festal Letters X I I . and 
X I I I give evidence'for Gregory being i n the see before 340, t h i s 
cannot be the " i n Encaeniis" synod but an e a r l i e r one held at 
Antiochi 
1.8, 9 clam emil .L.. . p r o f u g i i t - with the r e c a l l of the prefect 
Theodorus .in the course of 338 and the reappointment of Philagrius, 
the Cappadocian, • the Arian cause i n Alexandria was strengthened^ 
and i n the Festal Index XI, i t i s recorded that Athanasius had to 
f l e e i n the night from his persecutors. 
§ 9 This section on Paul of Constantinople would seem to be mis-
placed, coming as i t does i n the mSLdst of the di a t r i b e against 
Athanasius and Marcellus. 
Notes. 
106. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 3sq. 
107. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 29,30. 
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p.55 L.10,11 de Paulo. ..episct)po - Paul seems to have been a 
Thessalonian by b i r t h and probably came as a new-citizen to 
Constantinople i n 330 when Constantine was increasing the size and 
population of the old town of Byzantium i n order to make i t his 
108 
c a p i t a l c i t y . I t i s not known exactly when Paul became bishop 
but i t must have been before autumn 335 when he participated i n 
the council of Constantinople and joined i n the condemnation of 
Athanasius"^^^. That his el e c t i o n had not been unanimously received 
can be gathered from the accounts given i n Socr. H.E.II, 6,7. So^. 
H.E. I l l , 3,4. I n p a r t i c u l a r the eunuch, Eusebius, who then 
wielded great influence i n the palace, had caused much trouble by 
s e t t i n g up the presbyter, Macedonius, as r i v a l to Paul'^ '''^ . 
Attack was also made against Paul f o r having himself made bishop 
without the consent of his metropolitan, Theodore of Heraclea, and 
Eusebius of Nicomedia. His enemies eventually persuaded 
Constantine to ex i l e him and,meeting i n a council at Constantinople 
i n February 336, they passed t h e i r own sentence against him"^ ''''^ . 
A f t e r a 15 months ex i l e i n Pontus, he returned to Constantinople 
under the amnesty proclaimed by Constantine I I and was able to 
recover his see, which had not been f i l l e d i n his absence. I n 
t h e i r l e t t e r , the Easterns accuse him of fresh a t r o c i t i e s on his 
112 
r e t u r n . His triumph was short. With the transference of the 
c i t y / 
Notes. 
108. cf. Socr. H.E.II,16. 
109. cf. §13p.57, L.20sq. also W. Telfer "Paul of Constantinople" 
i n Harvard Theol. Review.Vol. XLU% p.49sq. 
110. cf. Ath. Hist. Ar. 6. 
111. Euseb. c. Marc. I I , 4. 
112. |9. 
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c i t y of Constantinople to Constantius, under the agreement reached 
at Viminacium, June 338, Paul's supremacy came to an end. Towards 
the end of 338 a l o c a l synod met i n the c a p i t a l , deposed him and 
elected Eusebius-of Nicomedia i n his place"^"^-^. Like so many other 
Easterns, Paul spent the next two years t r a v e l l i n g i n foreign parts 
and seeking support f o r his cause^^. I t was natural f o r him to 
115 
take refuge i n the West ^ and he i s probablylincluded i n the 
"bishops from Thrace" mentioned i n Julius', l e t t e r ^ ^ as being among 
those against whom no charge had been received, and who were thus 
acquitted from any e c c l e s i a s t i c a l accusations. When the bishop 
117 
Eusebius died , Paul returned to Constantinople accompanied by 
Asclepas of Gaza. At the end of the Dedication council of Antioch 
his metropolitan, Theodore of Heraclea, and some other leading 
Eusebians, came to Constantinople to make peace with Paul, but on 
his r e j e c t i o n of t h e i r o f f e r , the Eusebians elected Macedonius as 
118 
the successor of Eusebius . Though the Easterns i n t h e i r l e t t e r 
attack Paul so f i e r c e l y , they make no mention of Macedonius as the 
r i g h t f u l bishop, probably because the l a t t e r , while nominated, was 
s t i l l not consecrated at that p a r t i c u l a r time. 
Paul did not attend the council of Sardica, giving as reason that 
his people, fearing a p l o t , would not allow him to leave the c i t y , 
and indeed thehEasterns' l e t t e r ^ ^ witnesses to further disturbances 
i n / • 
Notes. 
113. Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 6. 
114. cf. AIV, 1 §11, 
115. cf. A IV, 19 27, 
116. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 33-
117. before the winter of 341. 
118. Socr. H.E, I I , 12. 
119. e.g.f 20 , 
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i n the c i t y , though they place a l l the blame on the supporters of 
Paul, including those i n the West who had communicated w i t h him, 
120 
and especially on Asclepas . Constantius himself had to deal 
w i t h those r i o t s i n his c a p i t a l and one of the consequences was 
the expulsion of Paul from the c i t y , though his supporters retained 
121 
c o n t r o l of the Churches. I f Athanasius i s to be believed, 
12? 
Paul was taken i n chains to Singara , and then transferred to 
Emesa. But another change was taking place i n the p o l i t i c a l f i e l d . 
Through the circumstances.of the time, i n p a r t i c u l a r the Persian 
war, the Western bishops were gaining increased power and 
Constantius was being compelled to submit to t h e i r demands. Paul 
at Emasa, realised that events were turning once more i n his favour 
v/hen he heard of the f a l l of Stephen of Antioch, and he ventured to 
r e t u r n again to Constantinople about the middle of 344. But again 
his stay was short. On the appointment of the new Praetorian 
Prefect of the East, P h i l i p , towards the end of 344, Paul received 
an imperial warrant banishing him f o r ever from the domains of 
Constantius. While his r i v a l , Macedonius>was consecrated i n 
Constantinople, Paul had once again to seek refuge i n the West. 
Socratesl23 t e l l s of Paul's l a s t return to Constantinople, 
124 
probably i n 346, f o r t i f i e d w i t h l e t t e r s of Constans and of a synod. 
There he was received by o f f i c i a l s acting imder the instructions 
of/ 
Notes. 
120. cf p.61 L.23 sq., p.66, L. 4sq. L .30 sq, 
121. Hist. Ar. 7-
122. Socrates,on the other hand,supposes that Paul had gone to 
Rome. 123. H.E. I I , 23. 4 probably Milan 345 suggests Telfer p.86. 
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of Constantius and again restored to his see, though Macedonius 
s t i l l retained one Church. This state of a f f a i r s lasted u n t i l 
Constans' protectio.n.,was removed through his overthrow by 
Magnentius i n 350 and Constantius became supreme r u l e r a f t e r Mursa 
351. Following these events, the Prefect, P h i l i p , returned to 
Gonste^ntinople, put an end t o Paul's reign and had him banished 
12'T' ' 126 to CucusBS . There, Athanasius reports, he died a v i o l e j i t death. 
127 
According, to Socrates , his remains v/ere brought from Anc.>T?a and 
placed i n his name-church i n 382. After Paul's l a s t departure, 
Macedonius- remained- as bishop i n Constantinople f o r aLuost 9 years 
before he was replaced by Sudoxius . 
L . I3 Marcelli - see note on p.49 L.22. Similar accusations are 
nov; made against Marcellus as were made against Atlianasius i n § 8, 
,and probably against Paul i n the section now l o s t . 
L.20 Asclepas - According to Epiphanius , Asclepas of Gaza i n 
Palestine was one of the bishops t o whom Alexander of Alexandria 
sent an encyclical before the council of Nicaea, warning them 
about Arius. He i s mentioned i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 4r7 and i n 
B I I / 
Notes. 
125. Ath. De Fuga 3; Hist. Ar. ?. 
126. Sozomen H.E. IV, 2 states that he could f i n d no confirmation of t h i s . 
127. H.E V, 9. 
126. Haer. 69, 4. P.G. 42 col. 207-210. 
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B I I , 1^6 as having been deposed at an I n t i o c h i a i i synod, .and 
130 
T i l l e m o n t t h i n k s t h i s might be the same one as deposed 
Eu s t a t h i u s . H. Chadwick"''^'^ has shovm t h a t t h i s c o u n c i l of Antioch 
took place probably l a t e i n 326 or e a r l y i n 327, and t h i s agrees 
reasonably w e l l w i t h the statement i n the Easterns' l e t t e r ('§11) 
t h a t Asclepas had been deposed 17 years before. Mention has 
132 
already been made of h i s close r e l a t i o n s w i t h Paul of Constantinople 
and the Easterns {i 20) speak of Asclepas as i n some way represent-
i n g Paul at 'ffestern Sardica. He was declared innocent of a l l 
charges by the Western bishops at Sardica"^^^. 
134 
L.21 Lucius - according t o T i l l e m o n t ^ Lucius of Adrianopoli© was 
made bishop c.335 - he succeeded Eutropius whom Athanasius"^-^^ c a l l s 
" t h a t l o v e r of C h r i s t " - and was e x i l e d soon a f t e r , but returned 
under the general amnesty granted by the sons of Constantine. 
Socrates"^-^^and Sozomen'^ '^'' s t a t e t h a t he was present at the synod 
of Rome under J u l i u s , where he was absolved. His name appears 
among the bishops present at Western Sardica-^-^^. He seems t o 
139 
have s u f f e r e d e x i l e s e v e r a l times and indeed died i n e x i l e 
The/ 
Notes. 
129. the l e t t e r o f ' t h e Western bishops at Sardica. 
130. Mem. V I I , 21'"';note 11 on the Arians i n V I . 
131. cI..T.S. ZLIX (1948) p. 27 sq.. 
132. see note p.55, L.10,11 on Paul. 
133. • B I I , 1 p. 122, 6. B I I , 2 p. 130, 9, 
134. V I , p.119, 131. 
135. Apol,de fuga 3. 
136. H.E.II, 15. 
137. H.E. I l l , 8, 
138. B I I , 4 p.134, L.6 . 
139. Ath. Apol. de fuga 3. H i s t . Ar. 19. 
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The accusation made here i s not confirmed i n any other source. 
p.55, L.26,27. Athanasius peragrans.. terrarum - t h i s w i l l be a 
reference t o hi s homeward journey from Treves a f t e r the general 
amnesty. He d i d not r e t u r n immediately t o hi s see but accompanied 
Constantine 11 t o Viminacium where the brothers met f o r the d i v i s i o r 
of the empire. Then he took the overland route t o Egypt, using 
h i s journey as an o p p o r t u n i t y t o strengthen the Nicene cause and 
overthrow the decrees of the Eusebian synods-^^^. He re p o r t s 
that^ he had a second i n t e r v i e w w i t h Constantius at Caesarea i n 
Cappadocia, where the l a t t e r had hi s headquarters at t h a t time i n 
h i s campaign against the Persians. 
142 
L.29 Egyptios.. - i . e . the synod of n e a r l y 100 bishops who 
assembled at Alexandria c.339 from Egypt, the Thebais, Libya and 
Pentapolisjdenounced the accusations of the Eusebians, and 
pronounced Athanasius innocent. The Easterns, however, refuse t o 
recognise the judgment of those who were not at Tyre"''^-^. Their 
i n c o n s i s t e n c y i n t h i s matter i s apparent from the f a c t t h a t i t was 
$:heir r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s a t Rome, and not Athanasius, who r equested 
a c o u n c i l t o discuss again the whole question. 
Notes. 
140. c f . Ath. Apol. ad Const. 5. A IV, n s 8 , 1 0 . 
141. i n Apol. ad Const. 5. 
142. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.. I s q . 
143. thus making themselves g u i l t y of the charge l a i d against 
Marcellus i n S 4 of seeking judgment i n f o r e i g n p a r t s and 
not i n h i s own country! 
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p. 56 L.1 s c r i p t a a s i n g u l i s - t h i s probably r e f e r s t o the w r i t i n g s 
of Alexander of Thessaloniea'^''^^, of Ivlacarius and others"^"^^, of 
Ischyras"^^^, and of the c o u n c i l of Alexandria''"'^'^, which Athanasius 
148 149 brought t o the c o u n c i l of Rome. Constant would seem to be 
wrong, t h e r e f o r e i n p l a c i n g t h i s a f t e r the t h i r d e x i l e . 
L.2 ipse s i b i NOVAS., fi n g e b a t - the Eusebians could also be 
accused on t h i s account because they induced the Emperor t o b u i l d 
• 
a church f o r Ischyras as a reward f o r h i s services at Tyre; they 
had also caused t r o u b l e by t h e i r i n t r u s i o n s e.g. P i s t u s , Gregory 
150 
in- A l e x a n d r i a . 
The phrase "Novas ( e c c l e s i a s ) f i n g e b a t " could also mean the 
appointment of a bishop, as a schismatic, where there was already 
a bishop i n charge. 
L. 3, 4 ad indicium...consecratum - i . e . t h e judgment pronounced 
against Athanasius by the c o u n c i l of Tyre. 
L.4 i n d i c e s - Telfer-^^-^ t h i n k s the use of t h i s worS. i s i n d i c a t i v e 
o f / 
Notes. 
144. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 28,80. 
145. i b i d . 27,83. 
146. i b i d , 28, 64. 
147. i b i d . . 1 sq., 27, 
148. c f J u l i u s ' l e t t e r . Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 27sq. 
149. P.L. X c o l . 665 ( a ) , 
150. Ath. E p i s t . Encycl. 5, 6. 
3151. Harvard Theol. Rev. X L I I I (1950) p. 69. 
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of t h e • d i f f e r e n c e i n C h r i s t i a n p o l i t i c a l theory between East and ' 
West. The Easterns at Sardica apply i t t o the bishops who t r i e d 
Athanasius at Tyre w h i l e t o the Westerns i t means c i v i l magistrates, 
of. p.181 L.14. 
L.4sq.. q.ui nec i n c o n c i l i o . etc. - i . e . t h e i r f a v o u r i t e , but 
impossible argument t h a t only those who had p a r t i c i p a t e d i n a 
152 
p a r t i c u l a r synod had the r i g h t t o change i t s decisions . 
L. 8 ad l u l i u m Romam p e r r e x i t - so f a r from t h i s being the case, i t 
153 
was the Eusebians who had appealed to J u l i u s i n the f i r s t instance. 
I t was t o answer t h e i r charges t h a t Athanasius summoned an Egyptian 
154 
synod a t Alexandria and sent a c i r c u l a r . l e t t e r to J u l i u s and 
only a t t h e i n v i t a t i o n of J u l i u s himself had Athanasius gone to 
Rome-^ 5^. • 
L.8, 9 sed et ad I t a l i a e . . episcopos - the documents now a v a i l a b l e 
give no i n f o r m a t i o n as t o the names of the bishops who were present 
156 
from I t a l y . I n h i s l e t t e r , J u l i u s speaks only i n general terms . 
L.9 per ep i s t u l a r u m f a l s i t a t e m - i . e . those l e t t e r s which came t o 
Rome/ 
Notes. 
152. c f notes on p.53 L.12. p.55 L.29, p.56 L.9, and Ath. Apol. 
c. Ar.22. 
153. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq.. 
154. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 2sq.. 
155. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.22. 
156. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 26, 
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157 Rome i n defe nee of Athanasius from the Alexandrine synod and 
from Macarius and others , and those showing his innocence from 
Alexander of Thessalonica, Ischyras"^^^ and others from Egypt"*"^*^. 
The Easterns give t h r e e reasons f o r r e j e c t i n g the a u t h o r i t y of 
these l e t t e r s (a) t h e i r f a l s i t y - But ( i ) the f a c t t h a t the l e t t e r s 
i n q u e s t i o n agree w i t h the testimony of Athanasius who had from 
the f i r s t disproved the accusations"^^"^ i s an argument i n favour of 
t h e i r a u t h e n t i c i t y , ( i i ) This i s also supported by the presence.at 
the Roman c o u n c i l of some of the persons v;ho had w r i t t e n the l e t t e r s 
c f . Apol.c. Ar. 27,33. ( i i i ) The very f a c t t h a t they had t o give 
two other s u p p o r t i n g reasons also p o i n t s t o t h e i r a u t h e n t i c i t y . 
(b) They d i d not proceed from those who had been judges or had been 
162 
present at the c o u n c i l of Tyre - But ( i ) i n h i s l e t t e r J u l i u s 
asserts t h a t i n the coizncil of Nicaea i t was agreed t h a t the 
decisions of one c o u n c i l could be examined by^  another, ( i i ) The 
Eusebians themselves had overturned the c o u n c i l of Nicaea by secur-
i n g the r e t u r n of the Arians condemned there ( i b i d . ) . ( i i i ) I t was 
the Eusebians who had s p e c i a l l y asked J u l i u s t o summon a c o u n c i l 
t o discuss the whole question ( i b i d . ) - t h e i r r e f u s a l t o come could 
only cast s u s p i c i o n on the s t r e n g t h of t h e i r case. ( c ) "Ex p a r t e " 
proceedings/ 
Notes. 
157. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. I s q . 
158'. i b i d . 27. 
159. i b i d . 28. 
160. i b i d . 3 3 . 
161. c f Apol. c. Ar. 60sq. This had been done even before Tyre, 
a t Tyre i t s e l f , and also at the synod h e l d i n Alexandria, 
338/9. 
162. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 22sq. 
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proceedings have no a u t h o r i t y - This argument had been used by 
Athanasius when he withdrew from the synod of Tyre"^^"^. I n the 
case of the Eusebians i t was not v a l i d because they had asked f o r 
t h i s c o u n c i l and been given every o p p o r t u n i t y of coming t o Rome 
to present- t h e i r case; the excuses given by them c a r r i e d no 
weight"^^^ and i t could only be presumed from t h e i r non-appearance 
t h a t t h e i r accusations against Athanasius were f a l s e . 
L.12sq pertemere credendo.. temere - J u l i u s had f o r e s t a l l e d t h i s 
charge. I n h i s l e t t e r ' ' ' ^ ^ he accuses the Eusebians of having 
r e c k l e s s l y received the Arians whom a l l had condemned and contrary 
166 167 
t o the decisions of the judges and disproves the charge of 
having r a s h l y received Athanasius i n t o communion. 
L.19 ante decem et septem annos - see p.55 L.19sq. note. 
L.21sq. circumeuntes simul etc. - see notes on p.52 L.4,5; p.56 
L. 24sq.. 
p. 57 L.3sq.. scientes enim de i ^ d i c i b u s etc - J u l i u s disposes of 
t h i s argument, by showing t h a t the Eusebians had been g u i l t y of 
1 fiR 
t h i s w i t h regard t o the c o u n c i l of Nicaea . 
Notes. 
163. Apol. c. Ar. 82. 
164. i b i d . 22, 25. 
165. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 23. 
166. c f p.56 L.16,17. 
167. i n f 2 7 . 
168. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 22sq.. 
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But even i n i t s e l f t h e i r argument i s not convincing because the 
c o u n c i l of Tyre took place only i n 335 and i t i s not t o o audacious 
t o assume t h a t the m a j o r i t y of the witnesses and judges would s t i l l 
169 
be a l i v e a few years l a t e r . The Easterns admit i n t h e i r l e t t e r ^ 
t h a t f i v e out of "the s i x legates who went from Tyre t o make 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n s at Mareotis, were present at Sardica. 
L, 8sq.. Voluerunt autem etc. - i n t h i s s e c t i o n the Westerns are 
charged w i t h a l t e r i n g the law of the Church by i n t e r f e r i n g i n 
Eastern a f f a i r s and attempting, t o pass judgment on Eastern bishops. 
But the l e t t e r of J u l i u s proves t h a t i t was the Easterns v/ho had 
taken the f i r s t steps towards t h i s through t h e i r appeal f o r a 
c o u n c i l a t Rome. Only when t h e i r attempt t o g a i n support i n the 
West f a i l e d , d i d they c l a i m t h a t i t was the- Westerns who had i n t r o -
duced t h i s "new law". A f t e r t h e i r approach t o J u l i u s , however, i t 
was q u i t e impossible t o t h i n k t h a t the West should a b s t a i n from 
f u r t h e r p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the controversy, even though i t was 
170 
e s s e n t i a l l y an Eastern one. 
L.9 pro i a d i c i b u s . . r e i - "pro i u d i c i b u s defensores" r e f e r s t o 
J u l i u s and the I t a l i a n bishops. According t o the Eastern,G ,they 
had/ 
Notes.^ 
169. § 18. 
170. I t was perhaps n a t u r a l t h a t the Eusebians should have 
appealed t o Rome i n the f i r s t instance because i n such a 
dispute as t h i s the whole Church was bound t o become in v o l v e d 
sooner or l a t d r and he f o r c e d t o t a k e sides. There i s no 
doubt t h a t t h e i r conduct provided the Roman Church w i t h a 
new and great o p p o r t u n i t y of extending her power, and J u l i u s 
w i t h h i s masterly l e t t e r took f u l l advantage of t h i s . 
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had set themselves up as judges i n the case of Athanasius and 
Marcellus whereas i n r e a l i t y they ought t o have been defending t h e i r 
own a c t i o n i n g r a n t i n g communion t o men who had been already 
condemned a t Tyre. "Pro defensores r e i " r e f e r s t o Athanasius and 
Marcellus. Although they had been pronounced g u i l t y at Tyre, they 
now appeared as defenders i . e . as men s t i l l to be t r i e d . 
L.12,13 novam legem..indicarentur - w h i l e the tendency would be f o r 
East and West each t o gxudge t h e i r own a f f a i r s , there was nothing 
t o prevent an Eastern bishop appealing f o r a Western judgment and 
v i c e versa. As a r u l e the' d e c i s i o n of a j u s t and i m p a r t i a l c o u n c i l 
would be accepted by the whcfe Church. Only where there were 
a l l e g e d i r r e g u l a r i t i e s would appeal be made to another c o u n c i l ; 
and t h a t there was some doubt about the de c i s i o n of Tyre concerning 
Athanasius was shown even by the appeal of the Eusebians t o J u l i u s . 
T heir appeal i n d i c a t e d t h a t even they themselves were d i s s a t i s f i e d 
w i t h the judgment g i v e n at Tyre. 
The i n s i n c e r i t y of t h e i r p r o t e s t i s revealed by t h e i r condemnation 
171 
of the Western bishops a t the end of t h e i r l e t t e r 
L.14,15 a c t i b u s suis - i . e . the a c t i o n of the Westerns i n r e c e i v i n g 
Athanasius i n t o communion a f t e r the Council of,Tyre. 
L.l8sq. Etenim adhuc e t c . - there i s no co n f i r m a t i o n elsewhere of 
these/ 
Notes. 
171. f 27 p.65. 
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these statements. The Antiochene synod 326/7 i s excluded because 
172 
Athanasius was not then a bishop. According to Constant i t i s 
very d o u b t f u l t h a t Athanasius condemned Asclepas i n view of the 
pr a i s e he bestows upon him i n h i s works, and t h i s leads him t o 
consider i n the same l i g h t what i s said about Marcellus and Paul. 
I n his H i s t . Ar.7 Athanasius r e l a t e s t h a t he was present when the 
presb y t e r , Macedonius, l a i d accusations against Paul. This would 
s.eem to r e f e r t o the events which took place tov/ards the end of 
335 i n Constantinople, whither Athanasius had f l e d from Tyre i n 
order t o appeal t o the Emperor i n person. Probably the Easterns 
here make reference t o the same events. 
p. 58 L . l Maximinus - i . e . the famous bishop of Treves, w i t h whom 
Athanasius•would have close r e l a t i o n s during h i s e x i l e t here. 
L.2 Ossius - see note A I I p.46 L.14. 
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L.3sq.. occurrimus ad Serdicam etc - Walch argues t h a t e q u i t y 
demanded t h a t Athanasius, Marcellus and Asclepas should be excluded 
at f i r s t from the c o u n c i l , and indeed, i f the Eusebians had not 
requested a c o u n c i l a t Rome, more weight might have been attached 
t o t h e i r claim. To a c e r t a i n extent they had some l e g a l case i n 
having Constantine's approval of the de c i s i o n of the c o u n c i l of 
Tyre. But they themselves had removed a l l a u t h o r i t y from the synod 
of Tyre by t h e i r approach t o J u l i u s f o r i t showed t h a t the question 
Notes. ... 
172. P.L. X c o l . 667 ( b ) . ,..^ -^ ^^ ^^ ' • " 
173. H i s t o r i e der Kirchenvers. p.176, 
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had not been f i n a l l y s e t t l e d t h e r e . Having thus been asked to c a l l 
a c o u n c i l , J u l i u s was r i g h t t o continue despite the subsequent 
r e f u s a l of the Eusebians t o attend. I n h i s l e t t e r he makes no claim 
t h a t h i s a c t i o n i s a u t h o r i t a t i v e f o r the v/hole Church, but only f o r 
Rome^and only because the Eusebians had f i r s t appealed t o him. 
The d e c i s i o n of the c o u n c i l of Rome v/as, of course, g e n e r a l l y 
accepted by the Nicenes, and Athanasius and h i s companions had 
t h e r e f o r e j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r t h e i r c l a i m t o be received among the 
Western p a r t y a t the c o u n c i l of Sardica. To have excluded them at 
f i r s t from the c o u n c i l v/ould have been i n f a c t an admissal of t h e i r 
g u i l t . Moreover the Emperors had given permission to the c o u n c i l 
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of Sardica t o make a new i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n t o the whole a f f a i r , 
thus suspending a l l former judgments, and i t was but r i g h t t h a t 
Athanasius and the others should have been present to defend them-
selves. Their e x p u l s i o n could come only i f and when the Eusebians 
were able t o prove t h a t the c o u n c i l of Rome had been mistaken and 
t h a t t h e i r accusations were j u s t and t r u e . 
L.7 cum Ossio et Protogene - Ossius and Protogenes v are always 
mentioned together by the Easterns as being j o i n t - p r e s i d e n t s of 
the orthodox p a r t y a t Sardica"^*^^. Ossius would occupy t h i s p o s i t i o n 
him 
because of h i s age and the honours already conferred upon^at Nicaea, 
and Protogenes because he v^ as bishop of the place where the c o u n c i l 
was being held. Athanasius , Theodoret ' , and Sozomen speak 
Notes. 
174. c f B i r , 1 , 
175. c f p.58 L.16 p.59 L.4 p.60 L.14,26. 
176.. H i s t . Ar.15,16. 
177. I I , 15. 
178. ' 11,12. 
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only o f Ossius as p r e s i d e n t . I t seems t o have been Ossius who 
17Q 
proposed the various canons and signed the acts before a l l the 
others^^°. 
p. 58 L 8sq. nec confundebatur etc - there i s no other record of 
Protogenes having condemned Marcallus. His case may have been 
s i m i l a r t o t h a t of bishop Ifeximus of Jerusalem who l a t e r repented 
of h i s condemnation of Athanasius at Tyre where he had been misled 
by the Eusebiansl^-*-, though t h i s i s very d o u b t f u l i n view of the 
d i s t i n g u i s h e d p a r t Protogenes had always played i n the Nicene. 
p a r t y . cf«p.51 L.18 note, p.61 L.IO note. 
LolO sectam - cf L.24. I t probably r e f e r s to the c l e r g y coming 
Tinder the i n f l u e n c e of Marcellus a t Ancyra, e.g. h i s p u p i l Photinus, 
L.10,11 quater s e n t e n t i i s episcoporum subscribens - Marcellus had 
e v i d e n t l y been condemned on f o u r accounts and the bishops i n the 
c o u n c i l were r e q u i r e d t o subscribe t o each of these. . The f o u r 
accusations would i n c l u d e h i s t h e o l o g i c a l errors-^^^, h i s having 
i n s u l t e d Constantine by r e f u s i n g t o a t t e n d th$ consecration of the 
church i n Jerusalem, h i s v i o l e n t conduct"^^^. 
Notes. 
179. cf, Ifensi I I I , 5sq. Harduin I , 637sq. 
180. B I I , 4 p.132. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.' 49,50. 
181. Socr. I I , 8 S o z . I I I , 6, 
182. cf.p.50 L.12,12. 
183. 
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L.15sq. mandavimus i l l i s etc - i f the Westerns had obeyed t h i s 
command, they would a u t o m a t i c a l l y have made the de c i s i o n of the 
c o u n c i l of Rome i n v a l i d ; i n which case the Easterns would have 
taken f u l l advantage of the argument from tradition'^^^and stressed 
t h a t f u l l i n q u i r y had been made a t Tyre,, t h a t the judgment given 
at Tyre should be accepted and t h a t consequently there was no 
need f o r a new i n v e s t i g a t i o n . 
L. 26 nos o c t o g i n t a episcopi - see notes on A IV, 3. 
p.59^17. Throughout t h e i r l e t t e r the Easterns pj7otest t h a t they 
are a c t i n g i n accordance w i t h the " t r a d i t i o n " of the Church or 
"the d i s c i p l i n e of the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l r u l e " but never give a cl e a r 
d e f i n i t i o n of what they understand by such phrases. Prom c e r t a i n 
p a r t s of t h e i r l e t t e r i t i s evident t h a t the t r a d i t i o n t o which 
they appeal i s t h a t e x i s t i n g only since Tyre 335. 
L.14,15 ant Orientalibus..praeponerent - i . e . an assembly of 
Eastern bishops (such as Tyre or Eastern Sardica) i s to be 
p r e f e r r e d i n a u t h o r i t y t o t h a t of Western bishops (such as Rome or 
Western Sardica). I t i s q u i t e probable t h a t Eastern bishops w i t h 
t h e i r d i f f e r e n t outlook and background regarded t h e i r Western 
b r e t h r e n as t h e o l o g i c a l l y backward and i n f e r i o r t o themselves, but 
the Easterns would f i n d i t d i f f i c u l t , i f not impossible, t o ' j u s t i f y 
t h e i r statement from the t r a d i t i o n or law of the Church. 
Notes. 
184. cf. -notes on f 3-
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L.23,24 eorum qui iam cum deo sunt - i . e . some of those who had 
p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the proceedings at liEyre cf.note on p. 57 L. 3sq. 
§18. With the f a i l u r e of t h e i r f i r s t scheme t o overthrow the 
d e c i s i o n of the c o u n c i l of Rome by having Athanasius and the others 
removed from the assembly at Sardica, the Eusebians changed t h e i r 
t a c t i c s and suggested t h a t a new i n q u i r y should^ be sent t o Mareotis 
presumably i n the hope t h a t by so doing they could s t i l l make i t 
appear an open qu e s t i o n and secure the appointment of a thoroughly 
biased commission, as they had done at Tyre. 
p.60 L . l s q . quinque episcopi etc - i . e . the embassy sent t o 
Mareotis by the c o u n c i l of Tyre-^^5. Theognis of Nicaea was the 
bishop who had died before the synod of Sardica. 
L.13 sq. hanc optionem etc - the memory of the infamous commission 
sent t o Mareotis by the c o u n c i l of Tyre would g r e a t l y i n f l u e n c e 
the Nicenes i n t h e i r r e f u s a l of t h i s proposal. I n a d d i t i o n , the 
Western synod would probably f e e l t h a t t h e r e was s u f f i c i e n t 
m a t e r i a l a t hand t o enable a f i n a l d e c i s i o n t o be taken and t h a t 
t h i s suggestion of the Easterns was only another contrivance t o 
secure postponement and delay the f i n a l s o l u t i o n of the question. 
I 19. - c f . note on p.54 L.26sq. 
Notes. 
185. cf. note p.53 L.12; p.57 L.3sq; B I I , 1 p.106 L.2sq. 
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p. 61 1.10 s i c u t supradiximus - f o r Protogenes and Marcellus, see 
p.51 L.18, p.58 1.8sq. No s p e c i f i c mention i s made "above" of 
Protogenes anathematising Paul, though i t might have been given i n 
the s e c t i o n now l o s t i . e . p.55 §9. Only i n t h i s l e t t e r of the 
Easterns':.is Protogenes r e p o r t e d t o , have anathematised Paul and i n 
view of t h e i r t h e o l o g i c a l sympathies i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o believe 
the statement. 
L.12 Dionisium - Dionisius,. bishop of E l i s i n the province of 
Acacia, i s also mentioned i n B I I , 4 (48). He i s probably t o be 
i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the D i o n i s i o s from Leida mentioned i n Ath. Apol. 
ad Const. 3. No document i s now a v a i l a b l e t o explain t h i s reference 
t o him. 
L.15 Bassum -'Bassus from D i o c l e t i a n o p o l i s i n Western Macedonia 
186 
between Edessa and Thessalonica i s among the bishops given i n 
B I I , 4 ( 8 ) . . . 
L.18 A e t i o - Aetius of Thessalonica i n Macedonia i s mentioned i n 
B I I , 4 (27) and i n the I 6 t h and I 8 t h Greek Sardican canons. 
Prom canons 18 and 19 i t can be gathered t h a t there had- been 
r i v a l r y f o r the see of. Thessalonica between Aetius, Eutychian and 
Musaeus, but when Aetius was appointed, peace was r e s t o r e d . 
Nothing i s known of Protogenes' accusations against him. 
Notes. 
186. I t i n . A n t o n i n i 330, 6. 
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L.^23sq. Asclepas aiitem etc - Asclepas accompanied Paul on h i s 
r e t u r n t o Constantinople towards the end of 341 a f t e r the death of 
Eusebius, see note p.55 L.10,11. Telfer-^^''' suggests t h a t by 
" g e n t i l e s " (L. 27) we may understand "^soldiers" and by " f r a t r e s " 
members of the Macedonian p a r t y and gives as his i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
of the passage t h a t the i m p e r i a l Chamberlain had sent s o l d i e r s t o 
secure a Church f o r Macedonius, only t o f i n d i t defended w i t h 
f a n a t i c a l courage and obstinacy by the supporters of Paul. 
p.61, L.29,30 i l l i ; q u i . . m i t t e n t e s - t h i s statement shows t h a t 
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Socrates was v/rong i n t h i n k i n g t h a t Paul was at Sardica. 
p.62 L.3sq. non enim secundum etc - the t e x t i s here d e f i c i e n t . 
Cg^istant"''^^ adds "eos" a f t e r "secund;im" (L.3) and "sumus" a f t e r 
"sumus" ( L . 5 ) . Another s o l u t i o n would be t o i n s e r t "est" between 
"i&nim" and "secundum" (L.3) or again i n s e r t "sunt" before 
"donantes" ( L . 5 ) . 
The general meaning i s c l e a r . The Easterns here p r o t e s t against 
the Westerns f o r f o r g i v i n g sins (e.g. the s i n of blasphemy) which 
i t i s not i n t h e i r power t o f o r g i v e . There may perhaps be also the 
suggestion of Eastern s u p e r i o r i t y over the West.cf,p.59,L.14,15 
n o t e , i . e . i n c e r t a i n cases Easterns have a power of judgment, which 
Westerns do not possess, though,even so, t h e i r p r o t e s t i s not 
based on t h i s but concerns sins which both Bast and West are 
powerless t o f o r g i v e . 
Notes. 
187. Harvard Theol. Rev. X L I I I p.79. 
188. 11,20. 
189. P.L. X c o l . 670 ( c ) . 
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L.19 ex s c r i p t i s nos imperatorum t e r r e r e - according t o the l e t t e r 
190 
of the c o u n c i l of Sardica t o the churches of Alexandria and Egypt^ 
the Eusebians had brought w i t h them t o Sardica the co\mts 
Musonianus and Hesychius, i n the hope of m a i n t a i n i n g t h e i r former 
decisions against Athanasius and the others through the a i d of the 
0£.UV 191 
c i v i l power. But i n t h i s they had been outmanoai/-red ,and i t was 
decided t h a t the Council was t o be t r e a t e d as a p u r e l y e c c l e s i a s -
t i c a l a f f a i r w i t h no counts or s o l d i e r s allowed entrance. 
So i n t h e i r l e t t e r the Easterns now accuse the orthodox p a r t y of 
a t t e m p t i n g t o accomplish t h e i r wicked designs by i m p e r i a l a u t h o r i t y . 
The " s c r i p t a " of the Emperors probably r e f e r s t o the i m p e r i a l 
l e t t e r s siimmoning the c o u n c i l and g i v i n g i n s t r u c t i o n s as t o i t s 
purpose and the subjects t o be t r e a t e d ,cf, B I I , 1 p.104 L.4sq, 
p.105 L . l . 
L.20sq et spectabant d i v i d i etc - i t was a f a v o u r i t e argument of 
the Busebians that- Athanasius and Marcellus were the r e a l t r o u b l e -
makers i n the Church and t h a t a l l t h a t was r e q u i r e d to r e s t o r e 
peace was t h e i r d e p o s i t i o n . The Westerns on the whole were not 
deceived by t h i s s u b t l e t y and r e a l i s e d t h a t a much more important 
p r i n c i p l e was i n v o l v e d , t h a t behind Athanasius l a y the Nicene 
creed and.a t h r e a t t o the one a u t o m a t i c a l l y endangered the s a f e t y 
of the other, c f , B . I . 
Notes 
190. 'Ath. Apol. c. Ar.36. H i s t . A r . l 5 . 
191. Because of Constantius' preoccupation w i t h the Persian war, 
Constans had the most powerful i n f l u e n c e i n arranging the 
Council and fa v o i i r e d the Nicene proposals against those of 
the Eusebians. 
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p.63 1.2 de Serdica scribere - see note p.48 L.9. 
L.4 - 6 nos enim Athanasium... honore siiscipere - cf, p.64 L.3sq. 
Prom.the very beginning the Christian Church had realised the need 
to exclude wicked and unruly persons from i t s midst i n order to 
preserve and protect i t s true character ( I Cor. V.) hut the question 
arose as to how those thus excluded should be treated i f they 
repented of t h e i r sins. Sarly i n the second century the general • 
f e e l i n g was that there was only one repentance, namely^that sealed 
i n baptism, and a f t e r that the Church could not grant restoration 
i n the case of scandalous sins such as murder, impurity, apostasy, 
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though the penitent might eventually receive forgiveness from God. 
This a t t i t u d e persisted i n the Y/est even to the time of Ambrose and 
Augustine. Even where restorationms given, i t was only a f t e r a 
prolonged course of penitence and was regarded as something special 
and extraordinary. I n the t h i r d century Callistus of Rome gave 
his approval to p r i n c i p l e s v/hich many regarded as lax and f o r which 
he v/as attacked by Hippolytus"^^-^. After the Decian persecution 
i n the middle of t h i s century, the question of the lapsed became one| 
of great moment and the Church was compelled to define i t s a t t i t u d e 
tov/ards them i n a more positive manner. - The immense number of 
the lapsed favoured a p o l i c y of l a x i t y as did the thousands of 
" l i b e l l i pacis", c e r t i f i c a t e s of restoration, issued by the 
"confessors"/ 
Notes. 
192. cf. Hermas, Vis 11, 2. 
193. Ref. IX, 12. 
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"confessors" i.e. those Christians who had undergone suffering f o r 
194 
t h e i r f a i t h . The p o s i t i o n eventually adopted on the whole was 
that the penitent should be restored a f t e r serious d i s c i p l i n e , 
open confession and a period of public humiliation which guaranteed 
t h e i r s i n c e r i t y , but that those who had been under ec c l e s i a s t i c a l 
penance should henceforth be excluded from ordination or, i f 
already ordained, from regaining t h e i r c l e r i c a l status"*"^^. 
I f the o r i g i n a l premise of the Easterns, therefore, had been correct 
namely, tha t the council of Tyre was a true and ju s t assembly of 
the Church, whose decision concerning Athanasius and Marcellus 
must be upheld, they would be following the t r a d i t i o n of the Church 
i n t h e i r assertion that clerics,once deposed and condemned, can not 
be readmitted to the status of the episcopate. But they were not 
always so ready to uphold t h i s t r a d i t i o n e.g. i n spite of his e x i l e , 
Eusebius of Nicomedia was restored to his bishopric and took a 
leading part i n that same council of Tyre; Suzoius, who shared 
e x i l e w i t h Arius ,'^^became^la^er'^bishop of Antioch; Secundus of 
Ptolemais, one of the two bishops exiled with Arius at Nicaea, was 
l a t e r used by the Arians to consecrate Pistus as bishop of 
Alexandria. Under these circumstances, even i f t h e i r o r i g i n a l 
charges against Athanasius were proved true, t h e i r appeal to 
t r a d i t i o n carries no weight. 
Notes. 
194. cf, Cjrprian, Ep.20. 
195. cf, Cjrprian Ep. 55,57,65,67,72. Cyprian's p o s i t i o n was 
l a t e r upheld by r i g o r i s t s l i k e the Luciferians and 
Dqnatists cf Jer. Di a l . adv. Lucif.13.0ptatus I I , 24. 
Innocent Ep. XXII, 3, 4. 
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1.8 a l t e r - i . e . Marcellus , see note p.49 L.22. 
L.IO a l t e r - i.e. Athanasius^see note p.53 L.12. 
L.16 a l i o s - e.g. Asclepas, Paul of Constantinople. 
p. 64 L.3sq.. qui pro criminibus etc - cf, note p. 63 L. 4 - 6. 
1.19 primatus ecclesiae - cf^p.65 L.5 ecclesiae principatum. 
L.24, 25 cursus. .publicus - i . e . the state posting sei*vice along 
the great roads, which the bishops would.use when summoned by the 
Emperor to a council. 
p.65 L.9sq. propterea hanc novitatem etc - t h i s question has been 
already touched upon;cf,p.57 L.8sq, L.12-13 notes, p.59 L.14.15, 
note. Hitherto, as a general r u l e , a l l disputes had been s e t t l e d 
by l o c a l or p r o v i n c i a l synods. There had been a few instances of 
East and West j o i n i n g together but i t was not u n t i l Nicaea that 
the new p r i n c i p l e of the ecumenical council was brought int o b eing. 
From that time onwards, therefore, i t was natural that, i f only 
f o r numerical strength, appeal should be made to the West by the 
East and vice versa. The Easterns themselves ( i n 5 17) had 
p r a c t i c a l l y admitted that i t was impossible to keep separate the 
a|f:airs of East and West. I n these circumstances t h e i r complaint 
i s not of great weight. I n any case, as has been pointed out, 
the Westerns had given t h e i r judgment only a f t e r appeal had been 
made/ 
- 166 -
made to them by the Eusebians, and such a judgment would be quite 
i n accordance with the t r a d i t i o n s of the Church. 
I t i s noteworthy that the Easterns now grant equal rights i n t h i s 
matter to the Westerns i n contrast to t h e i r previous attitude.cf, 
p.59 L.14,15 note, p.63 L.3sq. note. 
p.65 L.l6sq. nam i n urbe Roma etc - according to Cyprianl96 and 
Easebius-'-97 a council of 60 bishops met i n Rome under Cornelius, 
confirmed the decrees of that of Carthage, and excommunicated 
Kovatus-^98 and his partisans. 
I n Hippolytus-^99 Callistus i s said to have broken o f f relations with 
Sabellius but there i s no mention of t h i s having been done at a 
council. Valentinus was i n Rome about the middle of the second 
century but nothing i s knovm of a council held there concerning him. 
L.I8 sub Paulo a Samosatis - see note p.50 1.11. i.Vhen Paul was 
condemned at Antioch, an encjiclical l e t t e r was sent regarding him 
to Dionysius of Rome, Maxiraus of Alexandria and to the bishops of 
a l l the provinces^^^. That these bishops agreed with the decision 
can be gathered from the i t t e r of Felix (aiccessor of Dionysius) t o 
Maximus and from the reply of the Emperor t o the app a l of the 
orthodox/ 
Notes. 
196. Ep.52. 197. H.E. V I , 43. 198. i . e . Novatianus. I t i s worthy of note that both Eusebius and 
the Easterns' l e t t e r make the same mistake with his name. 199. Ref. IX, 11. 
200. Euseb. H.E. V I I , 30. 
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orthodox against Paul that the episcopal house at Antioch be given 
to those to •whom the bishops of I t a l y and of the c i t y of Rome should 
adjudge i t ^ O l . 
The impression here given by the Easterns, t l B t the case of 
Athanasius and his companions i s i n the same category as that of 
Novatus, Sabeliius and Valentinus, i s a false oneo because, while 
the heresy of the l a t t e r was obvious and agreed upon by the whole 
Church, the charges brought against Athanasius were, to say the 
lea s t , highly debatable and bad the support only of a minority i n 
the Chur'ch. Under'these circumstances, the comparison i s unjust 
and i n no way supports t h e i r argument. 
L.31sq. unde luliura urbis e t c - i t i s d i f f i c u l t to reconcile t h i s 
action of the Easterns i n condemning these Western bishops with 
t h e i r previous protests about interference i n each other's a f f a i r s * 
cf»p.57 L.12 p.59 L.14,15 p.63 L3sq. p.65 L.9sq. By t h e i r action 
they admit the i m p o s s i b i l i t y of East and West remaining as i t were 
i n separate compartments, each t r y i n g to deal purely with matters 
a f f e c t i n g i t s e l f . The controversy transcended geographical 
boundaries and involved the whole Church. . 
p.66 L . l Gaudentium - Gaudentius from Naissus i n Dacia i s mentioned 
among/ 
Notes. 
201. Euseb. i b i d . 
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among the bishops present at Western Sardica^*^^ and his name i s 
found i n several of the Greek canons 4 , l 8 , 20. His predecessor 
was Cyriacus^^^ who seems to have been a supporter of the 
Eusebians.cf.p.66 L.9 "inmemorem decessoris s u i " 
L . 4 s q - cf. p.51 L . 1 7 s q . p.55 L.IO, 11 note. 
L .12 u t principem et ducem malorum - i . e . because of his council at 
Rome and his b r i l l i a n t l e t t e r . 
L . I 7 Marcum - nothing i s known of t h i s person. 
L . 2 0 , 2 1 Paulino.. Daciae - nothing d e f i n i t e i s known about t h i s 
bishop. 
L .24 ,25 Machedonius.. a Mobso - Machedonius from Mobsus (or 
Mopsuestia) i s the second known bishop of that place, Theodore 
being the f i r s t . He was one of the commission of inquiry sent to-
pry). 
Mareotis by the council of Tyre 335 > was present at the Dedica-
t i o n council of Antioch and had also joined i n the epistle to 
Jul i u s of Rome i n #iose reply his name i s mentioned^^^. He 
appears i n the l i s t of Eastern bishops at Sardica^*^^, and also 
among the bishops present at Sirmium 351^^' '• According to A V I I , 
§ 4 p.91 L . I 9 , he had also talcen part i n the synod of Milan c .345. 
Notes. 
202. B I I , 4 ( 3 2 ) . 
203. p.66 L.9, 10 cf p . 51 L . I 8 note. 
204. Ath. ATDOI. C. Ar. 13?72. 
205. Ath. Abol. c. Ar. 20 , 
206. A IV, 3 ( 7 ) . 
207. B V I I , 9 p.170 L . 7 . 
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L.25, 26 Eustasio - t h i s i s probably the Eustasius (or Eustathius) 
who was deposed by the Eusebians at an Antiochene council 3^6/7. 
He was f i r s t of a l l bishop of Beroea i n Syria and came to Antioch 
C.324. Theodoret^O^ c a l l s him "The Great" and he seems to have 
been venerated f o r his 1b aming and virtues and admired f o r his 
eloquence^^. At Nicaea he showed himself an uncompromising 
opponent of Arianism, and Athanasius^-^^ recognises him as a worthy 
fellow-labourer and sufferer i n the cause of the orthodox f a i t h . 
L.26 Quimatio - he, i s probably the Quimatius of Paltos i n Coele -
Syria mentioned several times i n the works of Athanasius^li as 
having been deposed by the Eusebians. 
p.67 L . l episcopos, quos ad Gallias miseraraus - according to 
Athanasius De Syn. 25, 90 ^ bishops who had been present at the 
Dedication council of Antioch 341, not s a t i s f i e d with the previous 
creeds drawn up, formulated a new one^ -'"^ , and dispatched Narcissus 
of Neronias, Maris of Chalcedon, Theodorus of Heraclea, an! Mark 
of Arethusa: i n t o Gaul with i t to the Emperor Corastans^ -'-^  
Notes. 
208. H.E. I , 7, 
209. Soz. H.E. I , 2: I I , I9. Theod. H.E. 1,20, 
210. M s t . Ar. 5, 
211. Hist. Ar. 4. Tom. Ad Antioch, 1,10. Apol. de fuga 3. 212. Socr. H.E. I I , 18 declares that t h i s newPorm was made to 
deceive Constans i n t o thinking that t h i s was the creed of 
the council, thus t r y i n g t o hide the real creed. 213. the l a t t e r having demanded an explanation of the grounds of 
the d e i D o s i t i o n of Athanasius and Paul of Core tantinople. 
Socr. H.E. I I , 18. 
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When exiled from Constantinople at the end of 338, Paul had sought 
refuge i n the West. He would naturally approach Maximinus, the 
most important bishop i n Gaul at that time, i n order, through him, 
to seek an audience with the Emperor CoBstantine I I . This 
probably explains the reference to Maximioius as being the f i r s t 
Western bishop to communicate with Paul. Paul was able to return 
t o his see on the death of Eusebius towards the end of 341, and i n 
t h i s would have the support of the Western orthodox bishops,cf. 
p.55 L'10,11 note. 
L.15 novam sectam ludeo c o u n i t i Marcelli - with his d i f f i c u l t i e s 
over the re l a t i o n s of Father and Son i n the Godhead, Elarcellus gave 
ample scope f o r a charge such as t h i s , cf,p.49 L.22 note^l^. 
Notes. 
214. " c o u n i t i " i s a reasonable conjecture of Feder from the 
corrupt " c r o n i t i " . 
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A IV, 2. The Creed of the Eastern synod of Sardica. 
SUMARY. The Easterns assert t h e i r b e l i e f i n one God the Father 
and i n His one begotten Son our Lord, begotten from the Father 
before the world, God from God, Light from Light, and i n the other 
a r t i c l e s found i n most creeds. A-few anathemas are placed at the end 
of the creed. / 
COM&ilENTARY. Ever since the Council of Nicaea, the re a l aim of the 
- Eusebians had been to replace the Nicene creed with a confession 
of t h e i r ovm composition but not u n t i l the DedL cation council of 
Antioch 341 had they dared t o attempt t h i s . At that council they 
put forward the four Antiochene creeds, the Ja st of which formed 
the basis f o r the one issued by the Easterns at Sardica^-*-^. 
This combined creed was i n t u r n adopted by the f i f t h council of 
Antioch. 
The Eusebian character of these creeds i s evident from the s k i l f u l 
wayyip which they have been composed so that while they can not be 
accused-of Arianism^l^, yet neither are they "Nicene" because they 
avoid the c r u c i a l "homoousios" and make no mention of "ousia". 
How f a r they were successful i n t h e i r aim i s questionable. Hilar^"^^ 
i n reviewing the second of the creeds issued at Antioch 341, judges 
i t quite favourably and interprets i t i n an orthodox sense. 
Notes. 
215. This i s obvious from a comparison of both creeds. 
216. because i n them the u n i t y is'not declared to be "of w i l l " only. 
217. De Syn. 29, 
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Athanasius^-'-^ , on the other hand, seems to have perceived more 
cl e a r l y the deception p l o t t e d by the Eusebians. 
Hilary gives t h i s creed i n his "De Synodis" 34-• I't has been 
preserved also i n the Cod. Ver. LX (58) and Cod. Par. syr. 62. 
Because there are differences between the creed as given i n A IV, 2 
and H i l . De Syn. 34, Stiltiwg:^^^ asserts that the two can not have 
come from H i l a i y who would have given the same text i n both. 
; The differences, however, are s l i g h t and can be ejp laii© d from the 
d i v e r s i t y of the Greek archetypes f o r i t i s almost certain that 
H i l a r y would use one copy i n Gaul when translating i t from the Greek, 
and a d i f f e r e n t one when w r i t i n g his "De Synodis" i n exile i n the 
East. 
H i l . De Syn 34, Cod. Ver. LX (58) and Cod. Par. syr. 62 - a l l attach 
a l i s t of provinces t o the creed. I t i s similar to the one given 
i n A IV, 1 p.49 L.lsq. 
Comparison of the creed as given i n A IV, 2 with H i l . De Syn. 34, 
the 4th Antioch220 ^nd the 5th Antioch^Sl gives the following 
r e s u l t s : - p.69 L.2 creatura: H i l . De Syn. 34 has "patemitas" 
mt.IV and ABt.V 
Notes. 
218. De Syn. 22sq. 219. Acta S.S. I l J a n 13th. 
220. Ath. De Syn. 25. 
221. Ath. De Syn. 26. ' . 
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p.70 L.6 i n dextera p a t r i s : Ant-IV has the singular, Ant,V the 
p l u r a l . 
p.71 L.2 incessabile: Ant. IV has ^K^ OCTAOTOS (indissoluble) 
Ant.V has Xn^roiVoiyjcrros (that can not cease") 
p. 71 L.2, 3 ,est sedem: Ant, IV hastcTTAi Kx^f^*'!'^^"- ^'^•^ Kei&€^eToL\. 
p.71 L .4 credimus; Ant-IV omits t h i s . Ant.V inserts-rr/c-r^uo^tv. 
p.71 L.5 caelum: Ant, IV ou^ocvoos Ant. V oij'ocvov.snam: Ant. IVfXoroo 
Ant. V omits. 
p.72 L.2 sanctam: Ant. IV. K<^ o^>.'*<^ . . Ant. V. V.<6oXiAcy'^oi* y^/oC 
From t h i s i t appears that H i l . De Syn 34 i s nearer to the 4 t h 
Antioch than i s A IV, 2 which bears a closer resemblance to the 
5th Antioch. 
The creed i t s e l f i s less opposed i n substance to Arianism than the 
Lucianic 2nd. Antioch because i t does not have the dir e c t attack on 
Arianisra contained i n the words-.i-rpTrrov rt ^VSI\^OIWTOV,T'»JV .T-;S 
("unable t o change or a l t e r , the unvarying image of the essence of 
the Godhead and the might and g l o i y of the Father", ^-r^eirrov o^ci 
<<v«(VAo»wrov i s a di r e c t denial of the Arian r^ftrros x<*i • USTOS. 
o^triAS ^'^^f^'^^ ^"^os/ ^tKovtx, emphasises the absence 
• 
of an^ *" change of essence i n the t r a n s i t i o n from the Father to the 
Son ( c f . H i l . De Syn. 33 discussing "essentiae incommutabilem 
imaginem") and could be taken as equivalent to "homoousios"),. 
On/ 
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On the other hand, as a safeguard against the diaige of heresy, the 
4th Antioch included the anathemas of the Nicene creed, a l b e i t i n 
weakened form^^^. 
Both anathemas i n the 4th Antioch were directed against the Arians 
(1) € ^ ooK. ov-Tisjv etc. i s diametrically opposed to o^ooo<r/os 
the Son i s made a creature, not begotten of the substance of the 
Fati er. (2) vj^ i T o r c ^ ^ o v o s e t o w i t h the orthodox, Arius 
admitted that the term "begotten" was the one safeguard of the 
personal existence of the Son against Sabellianisra, but he conceived 
the divine generation i n terms of the ideajof time vhich governs 
I 
every human generation and conci^uded that the Son could not be 
coeternal with the Father. 
I n addition t o these anathemas, A IV, 2 and Ant.V added f i v e others. 
(3) "There are three Gods" Epiphanius^^B relates that the 
Sabellians used to say to p l a i n , pious people: "V/ell, my good 
friends, what are we to say? - Have we one God or three?" with 
the ef f e c t i n many cases of winning them over. Sabellius removed 
a l l r e a l i t y and d i s t i n c t i o n of persons i n the Godhead by explaining 
away the Three as transient phases of One. Arius went to the other 
extreme and by his subordinationisra not only distinguished the three 
Persons but separated them. (4) "Christ i s not -God":- the 
Dynamic Monarchians , such as Paul of Samosata, represented our Lord 
as p r i m a r i l y and properly a human person, but elevated to 
exceptional/ 
Notes. 
222. Gwatkin "Studies" p. 122 ^thinks the insertion of X p o v o s 
i n the anathema againsti^v TTOTC ^ rt O'3K'^'^  was a loophole expressly 
made f o r the escape of the blasphemers. 
223. Haer. 62. 
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exceptional place and power, even to an a t t r i b u t i v e Godhead, by 
, 224 
divine influences which descended on him. cf. Ath. De Syn 26 ( 4 ) , 
(5) . "Before the ages He was neither Christ nor Son of God":-
cf. Marcellus, Photinus225. 
(6) "Father, Son and Holy Ghost are the same":- cf. the Sabellians. 
(7) "The Father begat the Son not by choice nor w i l l " : - c f. Ath. 
Orat. I l l , 62. I t i s noteworthy that the text i n Cod. Ver. LX (58) 
and Cod. Par. syr. 62 i s a g n i f i c a n t l y changed to accord with Nicene 
orthodoxy. Instead of the IB gative "not by choice nor w i l l " as i n 
A I v , 2 and H i l . De Syn. 34, the affirmative expression i s used 
"either by w i l l or choice". 
Notes. 
224. Arius held that He who became incarnate preexisted as the 
Logos, but t h i s Logos, though thus exalted, was not wi t h i n 
the sphere of Godhead; was not therefore divine i n the 
proper and primary sense, but was only the f i r s t and greatest 
of the creatures. 
225. see notes on them. Also Ath. De Syn. 26 (5)• 
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A IV, 3 L i s t of Eastern bishops. 
(1) Stephanus - Tillemont^^^ thinks he may have become bishop of 
Antioch on the death of F l a c i l l u s c.340. He and Acacius of 
Caesarea seem to have taken a leading part at Eastern Sardica. 
He was deposed shortly a f t e r Sardica by an Antiochene synod because 
of a dastardly p l o t against the legates of the Western synod of 
Sardica^^*^. 
(4) Menofantus was already bishop of Ephesus at the council of 
Nicaea228 and was always prominent i n the stmiggle against 
Athanasius. 
(6) Eulalius of Amasias - according to Feder^^9 t h i s i s probably 
the see i n Helenopontus, already represented at Nicaea^BO. 
(7) Machedonius - see note p.66 L.24, 25. 
(8) Thelafius of Calchedonia - Because Chalkedonia i n Bithynia was 
represented at Sardica by Maris, Le Quien^^^ suggests that the c i t y 
referred to here i s Chalkis i n Syria. Feder^32 points out that 
there/ 
Notes. 
226. Mem. V I I , 270. 
227. Ath. Hist. Ar. 20. 228. Pat. Nic. V, 120. 229. Stud. I I , 72„ 230. Pat. Nic. I , 109. 231. I I , 78^. 232. Stud. I I , 72 basing his opinion on Pauly- Wissowa I I I , 2090sq. 
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there were two c i t i e s i n Syria mth the name of Chalkis, at Beios 
ani at Libanon and that i t i s the former which i s meant. 
(9) Acacius of Caesarea i n Palestine was the pup i l , biographer and 
successor of EiBebius, the Church h i s t o r i a n . He was made bishop 
c.34-0^ -^^  and became leader of the Arian party^-at court a f t e r the 
death of Eusebius of Nicomedia•. He was at Antioch 341^^^ and 
along with the other leading Eusebians was deposed by the Westerns 
at Sardica^^^ . According to Jerorae236 i t was he who persuaded 
CoiB tanti u s to appoint Felix i n place of the exiled Liberius. At 
the Arirainura - Seleucia synods he took.^an important part but af t e r 
the confirmation of his deposition at Seleucia by the council of 
.cedonian bishops at Lampsacus, no more i s heard of him.' 
(10) Theodorus of Heraclia i n Thrace had already' played a notable 
part i n Eusebian a f f a i r s , having been associated i n the l e t t e r t o 
J u l i u s , been present at Antioch 341, and taken part i n the embassy 
sent by Constantius t o Corstans to explain the deposition of 
Athanasius and Paul of Cors tantinople^^*^. He was deposed by 
Western Sardica^38^ 
(11) Quintianus took possession of Gaza a f t e r the banishment of 
Asclepas239. 
Notes. 
233. Socr. H.E. I I , 4 Soz. H.E. I l l , 2. 
234. Soz. I l l , 5. 
235. B I I , 1, p. 123 L.5sq. 
236. De v i r . i l l . 98. 
23|.. Ath. De Syn. 25. Socr. I I , I8. 
2 ^ 9 S '11^ 1 'p .%3 L.2. 
- 178 -
(12) Marcus of Arethusa was also one of the 3e adigg Eusebians i n 
the controversies raging about the middle of the fourth century. 
He was the author of the "Dated" creed of Sirmium^"^^. 
(17) Dianius of Caesarea i n Cappadocia was present at Antioch 34^ .^"^  
Later he subscribed the decrees of Constantinople 3^0. Basil 
the Great, who was baptised by him^'^^ excused his subscription of 
these decrees by saving that he had done i t with simple heart and 
243 had intended no harm against the Nicene creed 
(19) Eudoxius of Gerraanicia was another of the Eusebian leaders. 
He was a discipl e of Aetius, a f r i e n d of Eunomius, and subsequently 
the leader of the Anomoean party. He had already been present at 
Antioch 341. On the death of Leontius, he became bishop of 
-Antioch, c.357 and was present as such at Seleucia, where Hilary 
says he was shocked by his teaching^^''*'. He was bishop of 
Constantinople from 3^0 to 370. At the council of Lampsacus 3^^ 
he was deposed by the Macedonians but t h i s was made of no av a i l 
because Valens refused t o confirm t h e i r action. 
(23) B a s i l of Ancyra was l a t e r to be one of the outstanding exponentgj 
of Semiarianism. On the deposition of Marcellus by the Eusebians 
a t / 
Notes. 
240. B VI P.163 L.17sq. 
241. Soz. i n , 5. 
242. De s p i r i t u sancto 29 P.G. XXXII, 201A. 243. Ep. 51 P.G. XXXII, 390 c. 
244. c. Const. 13. 
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at Constantinople 336, Basil had been appointed to the see, and 
though deposed by the Westerns at Sardica i n favour of Marcellus?'^^ 
he soon regained his place . 
As a Semidrian, he attacked both extremes: f o r exaiople, his. attack 
on Photinus at Sirmium 351 and l a t e r his attack on Aetius, the 
Anomoean^ '^ '^ . He exercised his greatest influence at the synod of 
Ancyra 358 and the time following^when he persuaded Constantius to 
c a l l the general council of Arirainum and Seleucia to s e t t l e the 
various problems disturbing the Church. His power, hov/ever, was 
d i o r t - l i v e d , and he soon found that the control of the council l a / 
i n the hands, not of his party, but of the Acacians^'^'^. After the 
Acacian v i c t o r y at Constantinople, Basil v/as deposed along with 
C y r i l of Jerusalem, Eustathius of Sebaste and others, and exiled to 
Illyria2'^9. He appealed to Jovian on his accession i n 3^3» but i n 
vain, and he seems to have died i n exile^^*-^. 
(3^) Squirius of Mareotis, better known as Ischyras^^"'", was the 
centre-point of the accusations raised against Athanasius with 
regard to Mareotis^^^. 
(41) Eudemon of Tanisjin Egypt was one of the earliest opponents of 
Athanasius/. 
Notes. 245. B n, 1 P.123.L.1. 246. Socr. I I , 20,26. 
247. ,Epiph. Haer.LXXI, LXXIII. Socr. I I , 30. Philost. H.E.III,l6. 
Greg. Nyss. i n Eunora. I , p.289,296. 
248. Theod. 11, 17• 249. Soz. IV, 24. Philost. V, 1. 259. SQcr. I l l , 25.„ 
251. c f . Socr.'11, 20 . 
252. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. passim, and notes on A I v 
1 1 • 
- 180 -
Athanasius. With I s i o n of Ath r i b i s and Gallinicus of Pelusion 
he went i n an embassy c. 328.uto COIE tantine and raised s\£spicions 
about Athanasius^'53. : 
(56) Narcissus of Irenopolis (or Neronias) i n C i l i c i a was also 
prominent i n the controversy from a very early date. c.314 he 
attended the councils of Ancyra and Keocaesarea^^^. According t o 
Athanasius^^^ he was a supporter of Arius before Nicaea, but at 
Nicaea he subscribed the creed. He was one of the bishops who, 
a f t e r the deposition of Eustathius, offered the see of Antioch t o 
Eusebius of Caesarea^^^, and he was probably one a£ the eminent 
Cili'cian bishops at Jerusalem 335^^''. He was at Antioch 341 and 
wit h Theodore of Heraclia, Maris of Ghalcedon and Marcus of 
Arethusa took part i n an embassy from Gonstantius to Gonstans^^^. 
He i s mentioned i n the address of the l e t t e r of Julius^^9 and was 
deposed by the Westerns at Sardica^^^. Writing about the middle 
of the century Athanasius c a l l s him one of the then prominent 
Eusebians'^^^-^ and, as such, he joined i n the composition of the creed 
of Sirmium 351 . On hearing that Narcissus was accusing him of 
cowardice/ 
Notes . 
253. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 60.. 254. Mansi I I , 534, 548. 255. De Syn. 17. 
256. Eus. V.C. I l l , 6lsq. 257. Eus. V.C. IV, 43. 258. Ath. De Syn. 25. 259. Ath. Apol. e. Ar. 20. 260. B 11, 1 p. 123 L.5sq. 261. Apol. c. Ar. 48, 262. B V I I , 9 p.170 L.5. 
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cowardice f o r his f l i g h t from Alexandria^^3^ Athanasius^^ asserts 
that Narcissus had been accused of many crimes and degraded three 
times by various synods. 
(69) Deraophilus of Beroea i n Thrace i s probably the same person 
mentioned i n Liberius' l e t t e r to Cois t a n t i u s ^ ^ ^ as having been 
u n w i l l i n g to condemn the Arian heresies at Milan and i n B V I I , 9 
p.170 L.4 fes having influenced Liberius t o s L ^ a here t i c a l creed. 
He was one of the Arian bishops deposed at Ariminum 359 t)ut t h i s 
deposition was never carried i n t o effecf^"". After the death of 
Eudoxius i n 370, Demophilus was elected as his successor at 
Constantinople by the Arians^^''^, but t h e i r opponents set up 
Evagrius as bishop. Valens intervened i n favour of Demophilus and 
banished Evagrius. I n 380, with the reign of Theodosius, came a 
change i n the fortunes of Demophilus. On his refusal to subscribe 
the Nicene creed, he was ordered to give up his churches^^^. 
(73) Valens - see note A I p.45 L.18. 
The l i s t shows that t h i s synod was almost purely an Eastern one, the 
majority of the bishops coming from the prefecture of the East; the 
westernmost/ 
Notes. 
263. Apol. de fuga 1. 
264. i b i d . §26, w r i t t e n c.357. 265. A V I I , 4 p.91 L.I8. 266. Socr. I I , 37. 
267. Socr. IV, 14. Soz. V I , I3. 
268. Socr. V,7sq. 
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westernmost province mentioned i s iPannonia, ^ ere Arius spent his 
e x i l e . The Western synod^^9 had a larger and wider representation, 
including a few bishops from areas viiere the Eusebians were strongesi 
and on t h i s basis alone might claim superiority as being more f u l l y 
representative of the Church. 
According to Sabinus' account, the number^of Eastern bishops present 
at the council was 
76270. 
The Easterns themselves give the nuiaber 
of participants as 80^ '^ -'-. I n the subscription l i s t ^ * ^ ^ , 73 bishops 
are mentioned, and i f the two "Eusebius a Pergamo" i n (27) and (43) 
should be the same person, 72 names s t i l l remain. Moreover, some 
provinces, which should have been represented, do not appear i n the 
l i s t , though, of course, they might have had representatives among 
the bishops who are given w i t i out the name of t h e i r see. That the 
l i s t i s incanplete can be gathered from the fact that, while the 
Eastems^'^B assert that f i v e out of the six legates who went to 
Mareotis were present, Maris of Chalcedon and Ursacius of 
Singidunxara who were i n t h i s embassy, are missing from the l i s t . 
I f the Easterns' statement^"^"^ i s accepted, t h i s would i ave only 
f i v e or six names s t i l l unknown. Notes. . 269. c f . B I I , 4. 270. Socr. I I , 20. S o z . I l l , 12. 
271. A IV, 1 p.58 L.26. 272. A IV, 3. 273. A IV. i f 18. 274. A IV, 1 p.58 L.26. 
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CONCLUSION. With the formulation and subscription of the Nicene 
creed 325, COTB tantine might have been excused f o r thinking that he 
had at l a s t succeeded i n bringing peace and unity to the Church. 
Only 3 persons, Arius and the 2 Egyptian bishops Theonas of 
Marmarica and Secundas of Ptolemais with t h e i r p r i e s t s , had refused 
to sign and thus suffered exile i n I l l y r i a . But the shallowness 
of the v i c t o r y soon made i t s e l f evident i n subsequent events. Not 
only was there d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n and anxiety about the creed i t s e l f , 
but the manner i n which the subscrir^tions had been gained - simply 
by fear of the imperial presence and threat of exile - was not 
conducive to aiiy r e a l or l a s t i n g ha iroony. Many bishops OD uld 
not be classed as extreme Arians, though they held subordinationist 
views, but neither were they by any means supporters of the 
"homoousios"; indeed the past associations of that word were not 
at a l l assuring- to these "conservatives" whose primary desire was 
to pr-eserve the t r a d i t i o n a l beliefs of the Church. Nevertheless, 
they s i ^ e d the creed, p r i n c i p a l l y from fear of the Emperor, though 
at the same time making t h e i r own mental reservations, putting t h e i r 
own meaning on the vrords and accepting the "homoousios" because i t 
seemed the only possible way to exclude Arianisra. I t would not be 
rash t o conclude th a t t h i s was the position of the majority at the 
Council; on the one extreme would be the thorough-going Arians, on 
the other #he convinced supporters of the "humoousios", and i n the 
centre the great mass of bishops, conservative at heart, but swayed 
i n one p a r t i c u l a r drection f o r the moment by the Imperial presence; 
and/ 
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and such being hiiman nature, when th i s constraint was removed, the 
harsh persecutions directed against the Arians would be more 
inc l i n e d to arouse t h e i r .sympathy than to c o n f i m them i n t h e i r new 
position275. That t h i s was v4iat actually happened can be seen 
from the events occurring i n Egyj>t some three months af t e r Nicaea. 
When several Alexandrians were banished from Egypt f o r having f a l l e n 
from the Nicene f a i t h , Eusebius of Nicomedia and Theognis of Nicaea 
came out..:openly i n t h e i r support; f o r t h i s they...in t u r n were exiled 
to Gaul by Constantine^"^^. Far from suppressing Arianism, Nicaea 
had only driven i t s supporters temporarily underground. Soon they 
were p l o t t i n g new schemes to overthrow t h e i r opponents and win over 
the Emperor to t h e i r side. 
Their f i r s t move was to secure the r e c a l l of the exiled Arian 
leaders by means of general confessions of allegiance to the Nicene 
council. Then they adopted a bolder attitude and began attacks on 
the ]e aders of the Nicene la r t y , Eustathius of Antioch, Athanasius, 
Marcellus. F i n a l l y they aimed to replace the Nicene creed by 
confessions drawn up by themselves and f i r s t attempted t h i s at the 
Dedication council of Antioch 341. 
When t h i s stage was reached, i t was apparent that recourse would 
have t o be made again to a council,in order to heal the divisions and 
s e t t l e the credal questions. Thus was convened the synod of 
Sardica and according to the synod itself277its two main objectives 
were/ 
Notes. 
275. This seems best to account f) r the resurgence of the Arian 
cause so soon a f t e r Nicaea. 276. Theod. I , 20 . 
277. B I I , 1. B I I , 2. 
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were, f i r s t of a l l , to give an united decision, both by East and 
West, on the question of Athanasius and the others, and'secondly, 
to s e t t l e the credal problem caused by the Susebians formulating 
several creeds i n addition to the Nicene. Though the Eusebians 
had set o f f f o r Sardica without delay on receipt of the imperial 
summons^ '^ ,^ the Westerns were the f i r s t to arrive there. There 
i s no doubt that the former came basing t h e i r /^4ioxe case on 
Constantius' protection and r e l y i n g on the two offi c e r s of high 
standing, Musanius .and Hesychius, whom he had sent with them279j 
but i n t h i s they were outwitted. Then, when they came to the 
council, they found Athanasius and his ccmpanions having free 
, intercourse with the Nicene party, and on the refusal of the 
Westerns to treat'these men as excommunicate, they withdrew from 
the council. 
I t might be argued tia t there was sDmething i n the complaint of the 
Easterns and t i a t i t was putting a d e f i n i t e bias on the case f o r 
Athanasius and the others to be treated on so f r i e n d l y terms by the 
Westerns; on the other hani, to tre a t them as the Easterns wished, 
namely, as excommunicate, would have been to give t a c i t assent:to the 
decisions made at Tyre and COIB tantinople (as opposed t o that of 
Rome), and thus place the bias on the other side. The crux of the 
matter was that , though t h e o r e t i c a l l y i t was to be regarded as an 
open question, both a des found i t impossible to adopt a neutral 
position.- Before coming t o the council, both East and West had 
decided/ 
Notes. 
278. A IV, 1 p.58 L.3sq. 
279• Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 36 and Hist. Ar.15. A IV 1, p.62 L.I9 note. 
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decided what att i t u d e they were going to take. The Easterns saw 
tha t acceptance of Athanasius meant the complete reversal and r u i n 
of the plans they were so c a r e f u l l y laying to secure the dominant 
posit i o n i n the Qiurch. On the other hand, the Westerns saw j u s t 
as c l e a r l y that condemnation of Athanasius would ultimately lead 
t o doubts being cast on the Nicene creed. Even at t h i s stage, i t 
must.have been evident that the struggle against Athanasius was 
r e a l l y a struggle against the Nicene creed, that what was at issue 
was not simply a personal attack on Athanasius, but that his 
condemnation was. a major step towards the ultimate aim of the 
Eusebians, namely, the overthrow of the Nicene creed. 
Both parties were aware of t h i s s i t u a t i o n , and i n view of t h i s and 
of the near equality of nambers, i f the Easterns lad been sure of 
t h e i r case against Athanasius and t h e i r charges against him had been 
true, they would have remained at the council. The raatural 
conclusion was that i t was only because of the hopelessness of t h e i r 
case that the Easterns gave t h i s as excuse f o r t h e i r departure. 
Their l e t t e r (A IV, 1) w r i t t e n as an "apologia" f o r t h e i r withdrawal,] 
i s a t y p i c a l example of EI;B ebian diplomacy, attempting to cover up 
former mistaices and f o r e s t a l l future charges, and f u l l of slander 
about t h e i r opponents. They had put themselves i n a false position 
at Rome, and so nov/ they say nothing of t h e i r own share i n the 
proceedings there but accuse Athanasius as the i n s t i g a t o r of the 
appeal to Julius". Again, by coming to Sardica, they actually 
proved/ 
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proved t h a t the question concerning Athanasius had not yet been 
s a t i s f a c t o r i l y s e t t l e d , but they had come only because they had high 
hopes of managing the council by means of imperial support ana thus 
securing a decisive sentence against Athanasius. When t h i s plan 
was thwarted, they immediately accuse t h e i r opponents of t r y i n g t o 
f r i g h t e n them by "imperial mis sives"^^^. Further, to defend 
themselves against a future charge d" causing d i v i s i o n i n the Chur-ch 
b)yi:their withdravBl from the council, they make a rather nebulous 
appeal to t r a d i t i o n . But the Westerns were "entitled to make at 
least an equal claim to t r a d i t i o n ; and i t could not be denied that 
by f o s t e r i n g charges against Athanasius without daring to j u s t i f y 
them .before a f a i r l y constituted council, they had frequently 
disturbed the peace of the Church awne Nicaea, and that t h e i r 
withdrawal now widened the diA/ision i n the Church. 
The JB t t e r , therefore, gives an int e r e s t i n g revelation of the 
position and standpoint of the Eusebians and of the tactics employed 
by them at t h i s time. Here t h e i r manoeuvres and deceits are evident 
f o r a l l to see; here, too, i s evident the weakness of t h e i r cause 
when not supported by the imperial power; too frightened to remain 
at a council where there was almost equal representation, vhere 
strength of argument, rather than strength of arm, v/as to be the 
deciding f a c t o r , the f a l s i t y of t h e i r accusations against Ati anasius 
i s disclosed by t h e i r f l i g h t . Their main l i n e of action, too was 
the negative one of slandering t h e i r opponents, and t h e i r one 
positive contribution, namely, the formulation of t h e i r creed, 
served/ 
Notes. 
280., A IV, i f 22 . 
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served only to reveal t h e i r true aim of overthrowing the Nicene 
creed.2^^. 
Altogether i t was an invaluable document f o r the collector because 
po p 
i t amply i l l u s t r a t e d his own arguments and provided him with a 
damning piece of evidence supplied by the Eueebians themselves. 
Hn the l e t t e r as preserved today, there seems to be some confusion 
i n order and arrangement; t h i s w i l l be pa r t l y o r i g i n a l through 
constant r e i t e r a t i o n of the accused and the various accusations 
but may be also pai'tly caused through accidents i n transmission; 
f o r example 9oin v*iich the section on Paul i s missing^seems 
misplaced. 
Notes. 
281. The Westerns at Sardica did not follow them i n t h i s mistake 
but clung steadfastly to the Nicene creed. 
282. cf. B I , §4 sq. 
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Series A V, 1 Letter from the synod of Arimin^jm to Gors tantius .359 
SUEMARY. (1) Ursacius and Valens, encouraged by Imperial favour, 
had come to Ariminum, hoping to win over the Council to t h e i r 
opinion. How unsuccessful they were i s revealed i n t h i s Je t t e r 
sent by the Council to the Emperor. I n i t , the Council affirms 
i t s b e l i e f i n , and l o y a l t y t o , the decisions taken at Nicaea 325 
i n the presence of the Emperor Constantine, and asserts that, i f 
anything i s removed from these decisions, then a way i s opened f o r 
the i n f l u x of heresies. (2) I t was f o r t h i s reason indeed that 
Ursacius and Valens had come under suspicion some time before and 
been suspended from communion; but they had asked pardon, as 
t h e i r writings t e s t i f y , and t h i s had been granted at a council of 
M i a n i n the presence of the Roman legates. 
Then follows another reference to the Council of Nicaea, part of 
which i s missing i n the Latin t e x t , but i s s t i l l preserved i n 
Greek i n Ath. De Syn. 10. When the Latin t e x t again resumes, i t 
i s concerned with Ursacius and Valens. 
Armed with a l e t t e r from the Emperor, which ordered the synod to 
t r e a t of matters of the f a i t h , Valens, Ursacius and t h e i r 
associates, Germinius and Gaius, had put forward a heretical creed, 
which the council had rejected; whereupon Valens and his friends 
had decided to rewrite i t , i n the hope of gaining a more favourable 
reception: t h i s was indeed t y p i c a l of t h e i r numerous v a c i l l a -
t i o n s / 
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tions i n a short space of time. But the change had no e f f e c t . 
The CDuncil reaffirmed the old statutes and then sent envoys to 
the Emperor with t h e i r l e t t e r to inform him of t h e i r decision • 
and to show him that Valens and his group could not bring peace 
to the Church w i t h t h e i r popositions. 
(3) The l e t t e r ends with a request that the Emperor may look 
favourably upon t h e i r embassy and grant the bishops a speedy 
dismissal to t h e i r dioceses, which were i n desperate s t r a i t s 
through t h e i r absence. 
COmfSNTARY. I n addition to Faber-Couetant, the l e t t e r has also 
been edited by Harduin I , 715-718, Coleti I I , 905sq. and Mansi I I I 
305-308. The t i t l e given i n MS^ '^ C'^ " i s a combination of the 
subscription of the l e t t e r and the t i t l e of the following 
document A V, 3 . 
I t s a u t h e n t i c i t y has never been questioned. Socrates^ states 
that t h i s l e t t e r was o r i g i n a l l y v i/ritten i n Latin, and i f that i s 
so, the text as given i n A V, 1 probably represents the o r i g i n a l 
one3. But i t s transmission has been f a u l t y and the tex t i s 
rather corrupt. The l e t t e r i s found also i n Greek i n Socr. 
H. E. I I , 37, Ath. De Syn. 10, Soz. H.E. IV, I8, Theod. H.E.II, I9 
and/ -
r 
Notes. 
I . Bequitur epistola Ariminensis c o n c i l i i ad Constantiura 
imperatorem, ubi episcopi praevaricati sunt a f i d e vera. 
2. H.E. I I , 37. 
3 . This i s the opinion g e n e r a l l y accepted, though Parmentier 
supposes Hilary's text to be a version from the Greek.cf. 
Feder p.84 L.12 app. c r i t . 
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and Nicephorus Callistus H.E. IX, 40. Comparison of the Greek 
t e x t shows that a l l these versions are dependent on the one 
t r a n s l a t i o n and any differences have arisen only through S/iS... Var-
iants, c f . Feder p.84 L.12 app. c r i t on ^Zirt firr-^crotcr»v. 
The L a t i n t e x t d i f f e r s i n several respects from the Greek: f o r 
example, i n construction p.82 L . l ; i n p.80 L.5 the Latin uses 
stronger language than the Greek; i n general the Latin i s shorter 
than the Greek and sometimes a better understanding of the Latin 
can be gained from reference to the Greek e.g. p.8o L . 3J 4, 5) 
(though there are exceptions.cf. p.83 L.6 where the Latin inserts 
"Germinius et Gaius")> p.82 L.4 Latin omits "Auxentius", p.84 L . l , 
2, the La t i n t e x t has "But also the unbelieving are forbidden to 
come to b e l i e f " , the Greek has " f i l l the.believers with d i s t r u s t 
and, the unbelieving- with cruelty." 
p.78 L.I3 Augusto Gonstantio • - Gonstantius, the second, and 
ablest of the sons of Constantine, had always shown himself 
i n c l i n e d to favour the anti-Nicenes, though, p a r t i c u l a r l y 
susceptible as he was to the persuasions of the various in t r i g u e r s 
at court, his allegiance often wavered between the various sections 
i n that group'^. While making t h e i r protest i n t h i s l e t t e r , the 
Westerns would have very l i t t l e hope of gaining Constantius' 
favour - too often already he had proved the enemy of Athanasius 
and of Nicaea - but at least through i t they indicated t h e i r own 
Notes. 
4. c f , h i s momentary swing over to Basil and the Semiarians 
a f t e r the synod of Ancyra 358 and then his return to the 
Acacians at Seleucia and Constantinople. 
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p o s i t i o n , j u s t i f i e d themselves ard showed that Valens and his . 
followers could not b r i n g true peace to the Church with t h e i r 
proposals. 
5 
L . I 3 , 14 synodus Ariminensis - according to Socrates ,Constantius' 
purpose i n c a l l i n g a synod was to t r y and restore hannony among the 
various sections i n t o which the Arian party was then divided, to 
secure a common basis in. ereby t h e i r several differences could be 
minimised and peace restored to the Church. 
At the very beginning the Arians gained two cone essions which were 
to influence profoundly the course and outcome of the council. 
F i r s t of a l l , they persuaded the Emperor to summon two separate 
synods, one f o r the V/estems at Ariminum i n North I t a l y , the other 
f o r the Easterns at Seleucia, near the C i l i c i a n coast, thus prevent-
ing any possible union between the Nicenes and Semiarians against 
themselves and se t t i n g effectual l i m i t s to the powerful orthodox 
Western influence. Secondly, i n order that the formulation of a 
creed should not be l e f t to chance at the general meetings of the 
synods, the Arian court bishops, such as Valens and-Ursacius, i n 
collaboration with some of the leading Semiarians drew up an 
ambiguous formula, designed to please both parties to the alliance, 
and known as the Dated creed^. This creed gained the Emperor's 
approval/ 
Notes. 
5. H.E.II, 37. 
6. cf.B VI, §3 Epiph. Haer. 73> 22. Ath. De Syn. 7. 
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approval and was signed by a l l the court bishops'^. Valens took a. 
copy of t h i s creed with him to Ari/ninum and the l e t t e r A V, 1 des-
cribes how i t was received. The Ariminum synod was the f i r s t to 
meet i n May 359^* Valens and the others who had been present at 
the conference at Sirmium, which issued the Dated Creed, would 
probably arrive after.the opening of the Synod. 
L.15 praecepto p i e t a t i s tuae - cf.A V I I I . 
L . l6 ad Ariminensium locum - Ariminum was situated near the border 
of Cisalpine Gaul i n North I t a l y . 
L.16,17 exjiiversis. .episcopi - the Council at Ariminum was a 
Western one, with authority to deal only with Western a f f a i r s ^ . 
As no episcopal l i s t s have survived, i t i s now impossible to say 
which provinces were represented. 
p.78 L.I7 - p.79 I ^ ' l u t f i d e s , .noscerentur - cf. A V I I I p.94 L.4sq. 
p.79 L'7 sanctomim - sancitorum, cf, L . I 6 do ^ icr evo^s/'. 
The l a t i n i s awkward here because "sanctorum" refers to things and 
"eorum" to persons. The Greek tex t has a d i f f e r e n t construction. 
Notes, 7. cf. B V I . 
8. A V I I I § 2. 9. cf.A V I I I . 
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L.8 Nicheno - i . e . the Council of Nicaea 325-
p.80 L.4 a l i q u i d demtum - i . e . p a r t i c u l a r l y the word "homoousios". 
L.6 Ursacius et Valens - see note A I p.45 L.l5' 
L.7 susperisi erant a coramunione - cf, B I I , 1 p.123-4. 
L.8 s c r i p t a - t h i s w i l l r e f e r t o t h e i r l e t t e r to Julius"'-^ and also 
to the " l i b e r " mentioned i n B I I , 6 p.144 L.9. 
L.8sq. rogaverunt veniam etc - cf. B I I , 6 p.144 L.IO. I n B I I , 5 and 
B I I , 6 nothing i s said of the Roman legates but i t i s most probable 
that the bishop of Rome would be represented. The reason f o r t h e i r 
special mention here i s probably that, since Liberius of Rome was 
neither present i n person nor represented at Ariminum, the V/estern 
bishops would be anxious to show that, so f a r as Valens and Ursacius 
were concerned, the Roman Church was i n agreement with the decision 
of the re s t of the West. 
p.81 L . l Constantino praesente i n hoc (sc. concilio Nicaeno) -
perhaps the Western bishops emphasise the favour of the Emperor 
Constantine towards the. Nicene creed i n order to counteract the 
Arian reliance on Gonstantius at the synods of Ariminum and Seleucia; 
i t might also be i n a vain e f f o r t to- r e c a l l Constantius to the f a i t h 
of his father. 
Notes. 
10. B I I , 6 p. 143 L3sq. 
- 195 -
" I n hoc" r e f e r s , not t o the Milan synod (p.80 L.9)) tu't' to the 
council of Nicaea at which Constantine was present,cf, p.79 L«8. 
L.2, 3 baptizatus. .commigravit - according to Eusebius"^-^, 
Constantine was baptised during the feast of Pentecost 337 and died 
on the l a s t day of the feast. Jerome^^ states that Eusebius of 
Nicoraedia performed the baptismal ceremony. The custom of post-
poning baptism u n t i l nearing the end of one's l i f e had been 
condemned by the synod of Neocaesarea, canon 12 (314- A.D.)^though 
Eusebius of Caeaarea^ '-^  saw no harm i n the practice. There i s no 
doubt, however, that i t indicates a lower l e v e l of Christian f a i t h 
and practice. "By r e f r a i n i n g from the sacrament of baptism t i l l 
his l a s t i l l n e s s , Constantine acted i n the s p i r i t of men of the 
world i n every age who d i s l i k e to pledge themselves to engagements 
which they s t i l l intend t o f u l f i l , and to descend from the position 
of judges to that of disciples of the Faith""^^. On the other hand, 
i t must be admitted that i n many ordinary instances baptism was 
regarded as bringing ©grtain forgiveness and was therefore postponed 
f o r t h i s reason. I n Constantine's case, there was the added 
complication of his imperial p o s i t i o n i n a pagan empire. As 
Emperor, he would be required to do things f o r which the Church 
would have had to d i s c i p l i n e a baptised member. His compromise 
avoided a d i f f i c u l t s i t u a t i o n both f o r the Church and f o r himself. 
Notes. 
11. V i t . Coiist. L X I I , L X I I I , LXIV. 
12. Chronicle P.L. XXVII, p .499-500. 
13. v.c. IV, 61-63. ' 
14. Newman "Arians" p.262 ( I833 ed.). 
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Somel5 have thought t h i s section p.81 L.1-9 misplaced and requiring 
to be transposed to follow p.80 L.5. But the Greek copies have the 
same order and there i s no reason why i t should not be accepted as 
the o r i g i n a l order i f p.80 L.6 - p.8l L . l i s considered as a 
digression from the main course of the argument. From past 
experience, the Westerns would be anxious to attack Valens and 
Ursacius on the s l i g h t e s t pretext and the " s i a l i q u i d demtum fuerit'-
etc. (p.80 L .4sq) gave the opportunity f o r a quick thrust at them, 
though the main attack comes l a t e r . 
p.81 L.9 - p.82 L . l . This part of the Latin text i s missing but 
fortunately i t can be reconstructed from the Greek. "Once more 
then the p i t i f u l men of wretched mind with lawless daring have 
announced themselves,as the heralds of an impious opinion, and are 
attempting to upset every summary of t r u t h " . The " p i t i f u l men" 
are Valens, Ursacius and t h e i r followers and the "impious opinion" 
t h e i r revised version of the Dated Greed. 
p.82 L.lsq tunc etiara conabantur etc - t h i s gives an insight into 
the t a c t i c s adopted by the Arians at the synod. The Emperor's 
l e t t e r , i n which the bishops were advised to discuss matters of f a i t h 
and u n i t y , gave Valens and his party an opportunity to introduce the 
Dated/ 
Notes. 
15. f o r example, Valesius i n his notes on Socrates I I , 37. 
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Dated creed^^ r i g h t at the very beginning of the council. But they 
had sadly misjudged the temper of the assembly; the Westerns 
refused t o have anything to do with t h e i r "perverse doctrine" and 
the Arians were eventually compelled to change t h e i r t a c t i c s and 
t r y another plan^^. 
L.2 quod fuerat positum ratione - i.e. by the council of Nicaea. 
L.2,3 cum pietatis..de f i d e - cf. A V I I I . 
. L.3 a supradictis turbatoribus - i . e . Valens and his followers. 
L .4 Germinio - see note on Germinius i n A I I I , p.47 L .16 . 
Gaio - see note A I p.45 L . 15 . 
The Greek versions here add the name of Auxentius"^^; i t i s quite 
probable t h a t , as a prominent Arian, he would be present but no 
d e f i n i t e proof can be given of t h i s . 
L.4, 5 novum nescio..continebat - i . e . the Dated Oreedl9, 
L.5 - 7 at vero. .conscribendum - i t i s not known what changes they 
proposed/ 
Notes. 
1 ^ . cf.p . 78 L.13,14 note. Soz. IV, I 7 . Theod. I I , I 8 . 
17. cf„A V, 2,3. 
18. see note A I p.45 L . 1 5 ' 
19. see notes on i t i n B VI . 
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proposed t o make, but they v/ould certainly not be those imposed 
l a t e r at Nik^^O^ 
L.7) 8 equidem haec.. .raanifestum est - "Ursacius and Valens would 
appreciate this"^-"- cf . t h e i r conduct at the synods of Milan 346,355 
and Sirmium 357j 359 • Many examples of t h e i r changes are to be 
found i n the various documents. Athanasius^^ indicates a similar 
accusation against the Arians i n general. 
The Westerns write i n l i k e vein i n A IX, 3 p.97 L.lsq. 
L.9 statuta Vetera i . e . the Nicene decrees. The Greek text adds 
to t h i s "and that the above persons should be separated from our 
communion". 
p.83 L . l , 2 "legates nostros.. .nuntiarent" has to be supplied from 
the Greek t e x t , legates nostros - see also A V, 2. I n his letter^B 
Constantius had asked the synod to send 10 legates to treat with the 
Easterns, but. had overlooked the p o s s i b i l i t y of a r i f t occurring 
whereby both sections send 10 legates, each embassy claiming to be 
the true representatives of the synod. 
p.83 L.3 sq. u t non a l i t e r etc - Constantius' desire was to have 
peace i n the Church - that was one of his reasons f o r summoning t h i s 
council/ 
Notes. 
20. c f . t h i s revised creed i n Ath. De Syn. 3 0 . S 0 c r . I I , 41 .Theod.11,21. 
21. Gwatkin "Studies" p.174-. 
22. De Syn.f§ 21-32. 
23. A V I I I . 
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council,cf.A V I I I . Valens and his associates had evidently 
suggested that i t was the Nicene decrees which were the cause of the 
trouble i n the Church and that t h e i r re w creed, by removing those 
decrees, would at the same time remove a l l the dissensions. 
At t h i s stage i n the council, the Westerns s t i l l remain l o y a l to 
t h e i r past heritage and to the Nicene creed, assert that ValenB'. 
?4 
proposals can bring no re a l peace and in s t r u c t t h e i r legation 
accordingly.^^ 
I t m i ^ t be argued that the weakening of the Westerns at Aries and 
Milan must have given Cons tantius some hope of seoaring a compromise 
peace; and to a cert a i n extent t h i s would be true. But i n actual 
f a c t , two d i f f e r e n t issues were involved. At Aries and Milan most 
Westerns were w i l l i n g to ai rrender Athanasius f o r the sake of secur-
ing peace, while s t i l l confident of t h e i r allegiance to the Nicene 
creed. Admittedly there were at that time also those^^ who 
realised that the Arians were using Athanasius only as a screen to 
conceal t h e i r real'intentions viz.the destruction of the Nicene creed. 
But by the time of the council of Ariminum, the Arians had cast aside 
a l l pretexts and i t was evident to the Westerns that what was r e a l l y 
at stake was the Nicene creed; hence t h e i r unanimous insistence on 
the preservation of the "old statutes". 
Notes. 
24. Their search f o r t h i s new creed indeed revealed how 
unsuccessful the previous Arian creeds had been as substitutes 
f o r the Nicene. 
25. I t w i l l be seen l a t e r i n A V, 3 that t h e i r embassy f a i l e d to 
carry out these i n s t r u c t i o n s . 
26. e.g. H i l a r y cf B 1. . 
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L.6 Germinius et Gaius - these two names are omitted i n the Greek 
t e x t s , probably because they were minor characters, of less i n t e r e s t 
to the Easterns. 
s i a l i q u i d rectorum sublatum fui s s e t - cf. p.80 L.4 s i a l i q u i d 
deratum f u e r i t . 
L..8 et ecclesiae Romanae - Liberius of Rome was neither present i n 
person nor represented at the council, probably because of his 
experiences i n the years, immediately preceding Ariminura and his 
desire.to avoid f u r t h e r trouble. Nevertheless, by t h i s special 
reference to the Roman Church, the Council s i g n i f i e s that, despite 
i t s non-appearance, Rome can not escape being involved i n the 
decisions and results of Arirainum. cf. also p.8o L.8 note. 
L.I3 sine s p i r i t u sancto dei - they thus claim divine authority 
f o r t h e i r acts and imply that the Holy S p i r i t would be absent from 
the councils of t h e i r enemies i . e . only the orthodox can claim to 
have the aid of the Holy S p i r i t , cf. A IX, 2 p.96 L.13, Iren. Haer, I I I , 
XXIV, l.Cyp. Ep. LXV. 
p.84 L . l novitate - i . e . the innovations proposed by Valens and his 
associates. 
L . l / 
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L . l , 2. verum etiam. .accedere - i . e . the unbelievers w i l l be 
confused and repelled by the differences i n the various creeds. 
L.2sq oramus etiam etc - the Westerns can not be complaining of the 
actual length of t h e i r stay at Ariminum, because, the council had 
begun only i n May 359^ "^ ^ and t h i s l e t t e r must have been wr i t t e n 
before the signing of the revised Dated creed at Nike on 10th 
October 359 • But many bishops had t r a v e l l e d a lon^ way to the 
council ( f o r example, the three B r i t i s h bishops) and when they 
realised t h a t the Arians were concerned, not with peace, but with 
the furtherance of t h e i r own d e c e i t f u l schemes, they would naturally 
f e e l that t h e i r long journey had been i n vain. Already i t would be 
evident that the Arians with the Emperor's protection were i n control 
ani determined to use the council f o r t h e i r own purposes, already 
i t s outcome would be apparent. I n these circumstances, the Western 
bishops seem to have been of the opinion that the sooner the council 
was dissolved, the better. 
L . l , 2 cf L.11,12 Parmentier, who supposes Hilary's text to be a 
version from the Greek, explains the discrepancy existing between the 
Greek and L a t i n texts by saying that the translator has wrongly taken 
the word SJ^ o-r-ij To^ as the equivalent of crA'^j'oK«<j'Ti»iv or <ry()l^|'OT'^re<. 
(cf. Mark l6,14, Rom. 2,5) and that the Latin o r i g i n a l l y had "duritiam" 
But/ 
Notes. 
27. A V I I I ^2. 
28. A V, 3. V: : 
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But Valesius^9 gives a more satisfactory explanation by saying that 
It 
the Greek tra n s l a t o r had read "crudelitatem" instead of "credulitatem. 
p.85 L.3 l e g a t i n o s t r i - t h e i r names are given i n A V, 3 p.86 L.lsq. 
L.4,5 sicut idem., prudentiam - Feder^^ r i g h t l y refers the " a l i a 
s c r i p t u r a " to the document contained i n A IX, 1. Schiktanz-^"^ 
on the other hand, prefers to r e l y on the Greek text and reads "as 
(the legates) w i l l also inform your piety from the Holy Scriptures 
themselves", though he admits that i t i s not improbable that t h i s 
" a l i a s c r i p t u r a " i s the " D e f i n i t i o " of A IX, 1.^^ 
A V, 2 Narrative t e x t . 
SUMi/IARY According to the narrative t e x t , the catholic bishops 
sent ten legates with t h i s l e t t e r to the Smperor. But the heretics 
also sent 10 legates and these had the mere favourable reception. 
Wearied by the long delay and t e r r i f i e d by imperial threats, the 
catholic legates eventually condemned the Nicene creed and accepted 
the Arian perfidy, as w i l l be seen from what follows. 
Notes. 
29. i n his notes on Socr. I I , 37. 
30. Stud. I , 75. 
31. p.49, 50. 
32. see also note on A V I I I p.93 L.22,23 " l i t t e r i s . .datis". 
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CQMIilIENTARY Sulpicius Seve?us33 asserts that the orthodox had sent 
young men of but l i t t l e l e a m i r ^ and l i t t l e prudence, whereas the 
Arians had sent old men s k i l f u l and abounding i n t a l e n t , thoroughly 
imbued w i t h t h e i r old u n f a i t h f u l doctrines, and these easily got the 
upper hand v;ith the prince. But i t must be admitted that the 
r e l a t i v e difference i n merit and experience between the two sets of 
legates, was not of as much importance as the fa c t that from the 
beginning Constantius' sympathies lay with the Arian legation, 
cf, p.85 L.14,153'^. Sulp. Severus35 also states that the legates 
had been ordered not to enter int o any kind of communion with the 
Arians and to reserve every point i n i t s entirety' f o r discussion. 
A V, 3 reveals how miserably they f a i l e d i n t h i s . 
p.85 L.15 longa d i l a t i o n e f a t i g a t i - the orthodox deputies had been 
ordered by Constantius to await his return at Adrianople as he was 
too busy through the renewal of h o s t i l i t i e s with Persia. I t was 
only a f t e r they had been kept waiting there f o r some time that they 
received the summons to come to Nik5^^ 
p.85 L.17 perfidiam - i . e . the revised Dated Cre«d. 
Notes. 
33- c. XLI. 
34. see A V I I I p.94 L.I3 also. 
35. i b i d . 
36. Ath. De Syn. 55- Socr. I I , 37. Soz. IV, I 9 . Theod. 11,19. 
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A V, 3 Document describing the events at Nik/, 10th October 359. 
SOMMARY. (1) Restutus, bishop of Carthage and spokesman of the 
catholic embassy, states that there had been dissension and discord 
at Ariminum about matters of the f a i t h , and Ihat he and his followers 
had separated. Valens, Ursacius,. Germinius and Gaius from communion 
because of t h e i r heresy. (2) But v/hen everything had been dis-
cussed again at Nik^, they found that Valens and the others held the 
catholic f a i t h according to t h e i r profession, which a l l subscribed, 
and had never been heretics. For the sake of concord and peace, 
therefore, a l l resolved to annul the decisions of Ariminura and 
receive them into communion. A l l the bishops present gave t h e i r 
. consent to t h i s and subscribed. 
COMaENTARY, This document has been preserved only i n Hilary's work. 
I n addition t o the Faber-Coustant edition, i t i s also found i n Bar. 
ad ann. 359 n . x x x i l l , Binius I , 479, Ed. regia I I I , 199, Labbe-
Cossart I I , 802sq. Harduin I , 719sq. Coleti I I , 913sq. tonsi 314sq. 
p.85 L.22 . Eusebio. .Octobris - i . e . 10th October 359^''. 
L.23 - p.86 L . l mansionis Nichaea. .vocabatur - Niks'had become the 
name of t h i s town a f t e r the' v i c t o r y of Constantine over Licinius at 
Adrianople i n 323. The f i r s t mention of Nike i s found i n I t i n . 
Hieros 5693^. 
Notes. 
37. Clinton Fasti Romani I p.440. 
38. "mutatio Daphabae m i l XI mansio Nicae m i l V I I I " 
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N i k / i n Thrace had probably been selected i n the hope of causing 
confusion because of the s i m i l a r i t y of the name with Nicaea39 ^  
p.86 L.lsq, Restutus. .Solutor - l i t t l e information i s available on 
the legates mentioned here. Feder^O, Hefj'-'-, D.C.B.^ ^ suggest that 
Restutus (or Restitutus) off Carthage was probably president of the 
Council of Ariminum. He seems to have changed over again l a t e r f o r 
he died orthodox and his name occurs i n the Calendar of Carthage 
under IV Kal. Sept. "depositio R e s t i t u t i " . Augustine preached a 
sermon on his feast day (Possidius, Indiculus 8) "De depositione 
R e s t i t u t i episc. Carth." (This i s not extant). He was bishop of 
Carthage from C.350 u n t i l nearly 39O when Genethlius i s f i r s t heard 
of, but i t i s rather odd that there i s no actual mention of Restutus 
except as above. 
Garas'^ B i d e n t i f i e s Gregorius (L.2) with Gregory of Elv i r a ^ ^ . 
I n B V I I I , 1 a'Justinus i s also mentioned among the legates of the 
Ariminum synod at Constantinople. 
The f a c t that A V, 2 states that 10 legates were sent from the 
catholic side while i n t h i s section 14 are mentioned has caused some 
d i f f i c u l t y , and various explanations have been given. C e i l l i e r ^ ^ 
conjectures that ten were f i r s t sent, then l a t e r another four to 
br i n g a reply to another l e t t e r . This i s also Coustant's opinion^.^ 
Notes. 
Wl ,'SocT. I I , 37. Soz.IV, 19. Thecd. I I , 21 
40. Stud. I I , 106. ' ^ - L ^ , 
41. Councils I I , 251 
42. IV, 54-3. 
43. Kirchengeschichte von Spanien p.28l, 
44. see c r i t i c i s m of t h i s i n notes on A I I . 
45. Hist. gen. V, 531> 1735 Paris ed. 
46. P.L. X col 702 ( f ) . 
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Feder^7 s i m i l a r l y i s of the opinion that the synod might have l a t e r 
-increased the o r i g i n a l number because of more recent and urgent news. 
A p(SBSible reason f o r the addition i s that, since the f i r s t group of 
legates were kept waiting by Constantius, various l e t t e r s might have 
passed between Constantius, or the legates, and the bishops at 
48 
Arirainura about t h i s and the envoys thus sent with the l e t t e r s would 
st&j on with the r e s t , waiting f o r a reply. 
Again the two parties might also have been t r y i n g to increase t h e i r 
numbers i n order to gain a numerical advantage. 
On the other hand, there i s no reason to suppose that a l l the legates 
mentioned here belong to the catholic party. I t i s most probable, 
indeed, that they include some of the Arian legates. The phrase 
(L.8) "et pars episcoporura quae sequebatur" supports t h i s contention. 
I f a l l the aforementioned legates had belonged to the catholic party, 
there would have been no need f o r t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between those who 
had formerly condemned Valens and his associates, and those now 
j o i n i n g i n t h i s "act of vindication" ' ' ' • 9 . 
p.86 L.6 sq. u t de sacerdotibus etc - cf. A IX, 3« 
Notes. 
47. Stud. I , 76. 
48. cf.notes on A V I I I p.93 L.I6. 
49. I t would not be an objection to t h i s that B V I I I , i n naming 
the legates of Ariminum at Constantinople, gives a d i f f e r e n t 
set to those i n A V,3, f o r i t does not follow that the same set 
would be sent both to Nike and to Constantinople. 
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L.14,15 fidem i n his..osines - t h i s formula of f a i t h signed, by a l l 
the legates i s to be found i n Ath. De Syn. 30 and Theod. H.E.II,21; 
i t follows the form of the 4th Sinnian creed but omits the important 
" i n everything"^^ and i s more s t r i c t l y Arian i n tone. 
The signiig of t h i s creed by the Western legates was the real t u r n i % 
point i n the synod. A few men, with a d e f i n i t e purpose and care-
f u l l y l a i d plan, had been able to impose.their w i l l on a majority 
who, though giving allegiance to the Nicene creed, had neither the 
leadership nor the w i l l to make t h i s allegiance ef f e c t i v e . I t was 
i n vain that t h i s majority protested against the action of t h e i r 
legates; they themselves had f a i l e d those legates by not giving 
specific enough injunctions and instructions as to how to counteract 
the course of action pursued by the Arians. Now that the legates 
had signed,it was only a matter of time before the Arians, with the 
help of the imperial power, secured the subscriptions of the rest of 
the synod to t h e i r creed. 
L.l6 quia pacis. .maxima - cf.A V I I I . 
Notes. 
50. cf«the Germinius group of l e t t e r s . 
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A V, 4 Narrative t e x t . 
SUMMY. The coif ession of f a i t h , which they afterv/ards subscribed ,i 
and which Valens also brought with him to Ariminum, can be recognised 
from what follows. 
COMivENTARY. The actual creed i s probably that found i n Ath. De Syn. 
30 and Theod. I I , I 6 . I t s ^main points are i l l u s t r a t e d i n the 
following documental, though the confession of f a i t h i t s e l f i s not 
preserved i n Hilary's wDrk^^, 
CONCLUSION. I n A V, VI, V I I I , IX, B V I I I i s given a record of some 
of the happenings at the j o i n t synod of Ariminum and Seleucia. 
These are evidently the documents on which Jerome r e l i e d when 
e n t i t l i n g t h i s work of Hilary "Liber adversum Valentem et Ursacium 
historiam Ariminensis et Seleuciensis synodi continens"^^. 
Two of these documents, A V, 1 and A IX, 3 have been transmitted 
also i n Greek and there i s substantial agreement between the Latin 
and Greek text^"^. 
No date i s a f f i x e d to the l e t t e r A V, 1, but i t s close correspondence 
to A V I I I shows t h a t i t must be placed shortly a f t e r 27th May 359. 
A comparison of both l e t t e r s indicates that the writers of A V, 1 
have/ 
Notes. 
51. A V I . 
52. cf.note p.87 L .2. 
53. De v i r . ill, 1 0 0 . 
54. This gives a small proof of Hilary's trustworthiness as 
collector'and transmitter. 
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have already received A V I I I . Again, while making the same 
insistence on preservation of the old decisions and adherence to the 
Nicene creed as i n A IX, 1, i t reveals a more advanced s i t u a t i o n 
than the l a t t e r because (1) a h e r e t i c a l creed had now been proposed 
by the Valens group snd (2) as a result of t h i s there v/as now a 
d e f i n i t e breach between catholic and Arian. On the other hana, i,he 
catholics had not yet condemned Valens and his supporters as they 
-Li I 
d i d l a t e r cf A PC, 3 w r i t t e n on 21st. July 359* A V, 1 must there-
fore have been v>n?itten sometime between 27th May 359 and 2 i s t . July 
359. 
I n t h i s l e t t e r , the Westerns once more show t h e i r simple, steadfast 
reliance on the creed of Nicaea. A V 2 and 3 g.ive some indication 
of the t a c t i c s employed by the Arians to overcome -Qiis, arid i t seems 
most probable that the long delay, the threats of exile and imperial 
pressure^5 would be much more i n f l u e n t i a l i n t h i s respect than the 
rea.sonings of Valens' and his group56. 
Notes. 
g . c f . p . y j L.15,16. 
po. cf,p.86 L.12sq. Soz. IV, 19. Sulp. Sev.II, 43 
- 210 -
Series A VI. l e t t e r to Constantius from the Arians at Ariminum.359. 
SUGARY (1) Valens and his associates at Ariminum thank the 
Emperor f o r his i n s t r u c t i o n s on the conduct of the synod, which 
indeed correspond w i t h t h e i r own tenets, and r e j o i c e that a 
r e s t r a i n t has been placed on those who are wont to use the words 
"usia" and "bmousius'^ terms formerly unknown to the Chiirch of God 
and nowhere found i n Scripture. (2) Now that t h e i r answer has 
been given, however, they f e e l that those who uphold catholic t r u t h 
and piire doctrine with the Easterns, should no longer be detained 
at Ariminum but allowed to r e t u r n . t o t h e i r peoples, and (3) they 
request Constantius that he should i n s t r u c t his prefect Tsiurus to 
dismiss those bishops who have already subscribed. . F i n a l l y , they 
state that they have w r i t t e n to t h e i r Eastern fellow-bishops, 
informing them about a l l t h i s . 
COMMENTARY. This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s work. 
I n a d d i t i o n to FaberS^Coustant, i t has been edited by Bar. ad;arm^ 3.59 
n. 22217 sq., Binius I , 480, Ed.regia I I I , 200 sq. , Labbe-Cossart I I 
803 sq., Harduin I , 719-722, Coleti I I , 914-916, BSansi I I I , 315sq. 
p.87 L.2 Fid e i - t h i s word seems out of place, and probably denotes 
that the section containing a copy of the creed has been l o s t , 
cf. A V, 4. 
L.3 p e r f i d i s episcopis - i . e . Mgdonius, Megasius, Valens^ 
Epictetus and the others.cf. L.5,6. 
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1 1.5 synodus Ariminensis - according to Coustant , Salens and the 
others had "by t h i s time returned to Ariminum from Nike^and secured 
the signatures of ALL the other "bishops there before w r i t i n g t h i s 
l e t t e r . But t h i s does not seem very probable, nor i s i t necessary 
to suppose that t h i s had taken place. When the catholic legates 
at Nike'^capitulated , tlae bishops, who formed the two embassies, 
could claim to represent the whole synod, without implying that the 
catholics at Ariminum had signed t h e i r creed. The note " i d est., 
consenserunt"(L.5,6) seems to indicate that t h i s at any rate was 
the opinion of the compiler of these documents. This view i s also 
supported by the complaint made by Valena and the others that they 
should be delayed at the synod even when t h e i r legates have already 
taken t h e i r reply to the Emperor, and the re(iuest that they who 
support the catholic t r u t h ( i . e . the Arians) should be detained no 
longer w i t h those who are infected w i t h perverse doctrine ( i . e . the 
ca t h o l i c s ) . The only reason f o r t h i s delay would be that at least 
f i f t e e n bishops s t i l l r efused t o subscribe the creed of Nike'^cf. 
Sulpi.,. Sev. Hist, Sacr. 11,43. where i t i s said that the prefect 
Taurus had orders to dismiss the council only when those who refused] 
to accept the creed of NikS''were reduced to f i f t e e n . 
L.25 bri e n t a l i b u s consentiens - the Acacians at Seleucia had signed 
a creed s i m i l a r to.that of Nikef though the Semiarians there had . 
refused to subscribe, and t h e i r synod was declared closed on 30th 
Sept.3'59 by the Emperor's representative, Leonas^. 
Notes'. 
1. P.L. X col 703(b),. 
2. cf. A V, 3. 
3. Ath. De Syn 29.Socr.II,40 Soz IV,22. 
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The news of the acceptance of the creed by the Acacians had already 
reached Ariminum, therefore, before th$ composition of t h i s letter'^. 
As at Ariminum, so at Seleucia a minority with clear aims, d e f i n i t e 
p o l i c y and imperial favour, gained v i c t o r y over a majority whose 
recognised chiefs had compromised themselves by t h e i r signing of 
the Dated Creed, 22 Iifiay 359, and had consequently to hand over the 
lead to less able men. 
L. 5,6 i d est., consenserunt. - the conclusion of the address i s 
obviously an addition, probably from the hand of the w r i t e r of the 
narrative t e x t i n order to make quite clear who had w r i t t e n t h i s 
l e t t e r . 
A Magdonius and Megasius are mentioned i n B VIII,Iamong the legates 
sent from Ariminiim to Constantinople and are probably to be 
i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the Migdonius and Megasius mentioned here; nothing 
more i s known of them. 
Valens - see note on him A I p.45 L.15. 
Epictetus - Epictetus of Centumcellae was a tiS:ough-going Arian 
/» 
and a favourite instriiment of Constantius i n his persecution of the 
catholics. Athanasius describes him as a novice, a bold young man, 
ready f o r wickedness, who assisted at the consecration of Fe l i x i n 
place/ 
Notes. 
4. see f u r t h e r B V I I I notes. 
5. Hist. Ar. 75. . 
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place of the exiled Liberius. This statement finds some confirmatio 
i n his r e l a t i o n s vis-a-vis l i b e r i u s , cf. B I I I , 2 p.155 Ii.25sq., 
B V I I , 10 p.172 I.Ssq.. 
1.6 c e t e r i qui haeresi consense]punt - t h i s would include the other 
members of the Valens group, possibly also the catholic legates, but 
not a l l the catholic bishops at Ariminum, otherwise t h i s q u a l i f i c a -
t i o n to the words "synodus Ariminensis" has no meaning. 
L.7 s c r i p t i s - these w r i t i n g s would probably include the l e t t e r of 
Constantius given i n A V I I I ^ and the one mentioned on p.94 L.l^"^* 
They would contain regulations as to the conduct of the synod,r.ithe 
subjects to be discussed and the command to secure peace and 
8 
harmoiiy i n the Church . 
L.8 sq. quod nos beaveris etc - not only has the Emperor sujmaoned 
the synod, his power extends over the subjects to be discussed. 
The statements made here w i t h regard to "usia" and "omousius" 
resemble those of the Bated Creed. The l a t t e r says "they give 
offence as being misconceived by the people and are not found i n . 
Scripture"; i n the l e t t e r they/jare "unknown to the Chtirch of God^ 
wont to cause offence among the brethi&en (p.87 L.10,11) and not 
found i n Scripture" (p.88 L.6). 
Notes. 
6. cf. p.93 L.17 note. 
7. see note here, 
8. cf. Sulpb Sev.II, 41 sq. 
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After the Arian-Semiarian alliance at Sirmium, May 359, Constantiua 
would n a t u r a l l y be i n c l i n e d to place his t r u s t i n t h i s policy as the 
9 
one l i k e l y t o restore peace to the Church . 
L.13 c e t e r i - t h i s suggests that not a l l the bishops had yet 
subscribed, cf. also L.20sq.. 
L.16.17 o b t i n u i t victoriam - i . e . at Nike'^ 10th October 359, when 
the catholic legates were induced to renounce t h e i r former a t t i t u d e 
and sign the revised Dated Creed. 
L.19,20 i n eo loco., dedimus - a f t e r the signing of the creed at 
Nike", the legates returned to Ariminum and from there sent 
Constantius information about what had taken place. 
p.87 L.20 responsTzm - t h i s i s not extant. 
I . 20,21 adhus detinemur - i n his l e t t e r " ^ ^ , Constantius advised the 
council to deal s w i f t l y w i t h the various matters under discussion. 
The bishops had t r i e d to comply with t h i s command. So there could 
be only one reason f o r t h i s delay i n terminating the council, 
namely,that several of the catholic bishops s t i l l refused to give 
t h e i r consent to the h e r e t i c a l propositions put forward by Valens 
and his associates, cf. SulpL. Sev. Hist. Sacr. 11,43 
Notes. 
9. On "usia" and "omousius" see A I p.44 L.lsq. notes. 
10. A V I I I . 
I I . see note on p.87 L.5. 
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The Arians f e e l that-the bishops who have f u l f i l l e d the Emperor's 
wishes and have subscribed the creed of Nike''should be allowed to 
re t u r n home, while the others could be detained at Ariminum u n t i l 
they consent to sign. So i t was not only the orthodox legates who 
were wearied w i t h the long delayoCf. p.85 L.15. 
L.21,22 q.ui integram.. retinemus - cf. note on L. 5 Orientalibus 
consentiens. 
L.23 deo non mutant nomen - i . e . do not change i t from that found 
i n Scripture, as opposed to "usia" and "omousius", which are not 
found i n Scripture, cf. p. 87 L.IO, p. 88 L. 5sq.. 
p.88, L . l suscripsimus sanae doctrinae - i . e . the revised Dated 
Creed. 
L.6,7 q.uae i n d i v i n i s . . s c r i p t a - i . e . the argument of the Dated 
Creed, cf. p.87 L.8,9 note. This was also one of the arguments 
used to secure Semiarian acceptance of the creed of Nike at 
Constantinople-^^. 
\ 
L. 9 sq.. qui PER Christum, .nisi-deum patrem PER dominum.. f i l i i i m -
i ' 
t h i s was the t y p i c a l Western formula.cf. p.43 L.14,15 note. 
L.12 sq. et praecipe etc - the Emperor has complete control over 
t h e / 
Notes. 
12. Soz. IV,23, 
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the council; he opens i t , d irects i t s course of action, and only 
w i t h his permission can i t be terminated. 
L.13 Taurum - Taurus had been placed i n complete charge at 
.Ariminum ( j u s t as leonas was at Seleucia) when Constantius l e f t 
f o r the Persian wars, and had been promised the cons\ilship i f he 
succeeded i n bringing the council to a successful conclusion and 
secured the subscriptions of a l l the bishops to the creed of Nike 
L.14 Orientalibus - t h i s i s another i n d i c a t i o n of the Emperor's 
desire to secure a p o l i c y which would restore peace, not merely to 
one pa r t , but to the whole of the Church.cf. Socr. 11,37, and note 
on p.87 L. 5. 
L.16,17 de hac autem re., dedimus - t h i s l e t t e r to the Easterns i s 
no longer extant. Because the Semiarian legates at Constantinople 
revealed ignorance of what had happened at Ariminum'^'^, "Orientales" 
must r e f e r to the Acacian party, whom Valens and the other Western 
legates joined on a r r i v a l at Constantinople. This l e t t e r shows a 
close collaboration e x i s t i n g between these two groups while s t i l l 
at t h e i r respective synods. 
Notes. 
13. Sulp^x. Sev.II,4l5- Jer. Adv. Dae i f . l8: 
14. cf. B V I I I , 1 , 
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CONCLUSION. Again no d e f i n i t e date i s given f o r the composition of 
15 
t h i s l e t t e r "^  but from the context i t i s obvious that i t must have 
been w r i t t e n ; s h o r t l y a f t e r the r e t u r n of Valens and his supporters 
to Ariminum, fo l l o w i n g t h e i r v i c t o r y at NikWf 10th Oct. 359% 
I t i s a t y p i c a l courtier's l e t t e r , f u l l of adulation and f l a t t e r y , 
one w r i t t e n i n a moM of ex u l t a t i o n a f t e r t h e i r overthrow of the 
catholics, though one senses also a f e e l i n g of disappointment and 
resentment t h a t , i n view of the events at Nikef the Emperor should 
prove so awkward i n refusing to terminate the synod u n t i l a l l the 
bishops have submitted. 
Note. 
15. cf. A V, 1. 
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Series A V I I Letter of Liberius to Constantius. ^5V4- • 
gUSMARY. (1) Liberius craves a more favourable hearing than hither-
to , declares that he seeks true peace and that nov^ , because of the 
a f f a i r of Athanasius and many other things, there i s need of a 
council. (2) He accuses many of s t i r r i n g up trouble w i t h i n the 
Church, and asserts that he i s innocent of the charge of having 
suppressed l e t t e r s of the Easterns and Egyptians i n order to conceal 
the accusations they contained against Athanasius. He states that 
he has intimated receipt of the Easterns' l e t t e r , read i t to the 
church and council, and answered the Easterns. The reason f o r his 
refusal of the Easterns' demands was that at the sanae time he 
possessed a contrarynopinion from 80 Egyptian bishops concerning 
Athanasius. These documents had been delivered by Eusebius, and 
Vincent afterwards brought them a l l to Aries. (3) There follows 
another protestation cf good f a i t h and determination to hold fast 
to the apostolic decisions. (4) He declares i t impossible to have 
peace w i t h men who 8 years before at Milan had been unwil l i n g to 
condemn the heresy of Arius and says that what they are putting 
forv/ard nov/ under pretext of the person of Athanasius i s no new 
thing. (5) He protests at the way i n which the V/esterns had been 
deceived i n t o condemning ^ j k n a s i u s at the council held recently at 
Aries, and asserts that t h i s i s added reason f o r a thorough and 
careful discussion of his case. (6) The l e t t e r ends with another 
plea f o r a council, and f o r t h i s purpose the bishop Lucifer, the 
presbyter Pancracius and the deacon Hilary are sent to Cpnstantius. 
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COMiffiNTARY. This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s collec-
t i o n . I t s authenticity has never been questioned. 
p.89 L.2 Legatorum - i . e . bishop Lucifer of Cagliari (or Garalis) , 
the presbyter Pancracius and deacon Hilary, cf. p.93 L.10,11. 
' Liberius also requested Eusebius of V e r c e l l i to Join the embassy, 
and on his acceptance, sent a l e t t e r of thanks and infor/aed him that 
he had asked Fortunatian of Aquileia to go with them. 
L.3 L i b e r i e - Liberius succeeded Julius as bishop of Rome i n 3^2 
at a very d i f f i c u l t time, because, with t h e i r master, Constantius, 
gradually gaining control of the whole Empire, the Arians were once 
more bringing forward new accusations against Athanasius and hoping 
thus t o renew the struggle against the Nicene creed. I n order to 
reach a settlement on the Athanasius question, Liberius had f i r s t 
of a l l sent Vincent of Capua and Marcellus, another Campanian bishop, 
t o Constantius to request the holding of a council at Aquileia"^. 
As Constantius was then staying at Aries, the council was held there, 
but i t proved a disiual f a i l u r e from the orthodox point of view; the 
legates of Liberius f a i l e d to stand f i r m , the Arians secured a con-
demnation of Athanasius, and Paulinus of Treves was exiled f o r his 
staunch adherence t o the Nicene creed^. Undismayed by t h i s r e s u l t , 
L iberius/ 
Notes. 
1. cfsB V I I , 6. 
2. cf.B. I . H i l . G. Coast, 11. Or.Syn. .Sard. N.T.f 3. I n l e t t e r s to Ossius and Caecilianus ( B V I I , 4,' 6),Liberius laments Vincent's veakness. 
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Liberius sent a second embassy to Constantius to request a council^ 
This request was again granted and the council met at Milan i n 355. 
But his hopes were once more doomed to failure;' imperial pressure 
proved strong, and the bishops with few exceptions again consented 
to the condemnation of Athanasius. Liberius then wrote the exiled 
• bishops a l e t t e r of consolation''" and soon a f t e r found himself more 
d i r e c t l y involved. Because of his f i m adhesion to Athanasius, he 
was exiled to Beroea i n Thrace i n 355 and Felix v/as intruded in t o 
the see of Rome^. Soon a f t e r Liberius' return from e x i l e , Felix 
was compelled to. resign. At the council of Ariminum, Liberius was 
neither present nor represented^. Later,- Liberius was to share the 
views of the Alexandrine council v/ith regard to the re c o n c i l i a t i o n 
of the bishops vAio lapsed at Arirainum and Seleucia . I n 366, 
when union was being proposed between the Nicenes and Seraiarians, 
an embassy^ came from the l a t t e r to Liberius, seeking communion and 
l o w i n g t h e i r willingness t o accept the "homoousios". After care-
f u l consideration, t h i s was granted but t h e i r attempt to establish 
Nicene orthodoxy i n the East came to nothing^. Liberius died i n 
autumn 366. 
Notes. 3. cf.A V I I . 
4. i . e . B V I I , 2. 
5. cf.appendix on the Liberian l e t t e r s f o r events during his e x i l e . 
6. I n a l e t t e r from a synod of i l t a l i a n and Galilean bishops held at 
Rome under Damasus (Theod.II, 2 2 ) , i t i s said that the bishop of 
Rome did not give his assent to the formula of Ariminum. 7. cf.B IV. 
8. I t s members were Eustathius of Sebaste, Silvanus of Tarsus and 
Theophilus of Gastabala. 
9. Socr. IV, 11 12. Soz. V I , 11. 
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Luciferum - Lucifer, bishop of Cagliari i n Sardinia, f i r s t came 
in t o prominence at the council of Milan 355- After the ignominious 
defeat af the orthodox at Aries, Lucifer took upon himself the 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the defence of the Nicene Creed and offered 
Liberius to go and intercede with Gonstantius. The bishop of Rome 
gladly welcomed t h i s cf f e r and gave him Pancracius and Hilary-^^. 
The council was duly held at Milan and, because of his f i r m adherence 
to Athanasius, Lucifer was sent i n t o an exile which lasted from 355-
361 and the greater part of which was spent at Eleutheropolis i n 
Palestine, where he suffered the persecutions of the Arian bishop 
Eutychius. I t v;as during his exile that he composed his pa^nphlets 
dealing with the controversy: Pro sancto Athanasio L i b r i I I ; De 
regibus apostaticis; De non conveniendo cum haereticis; De non 
parcendo i n Deurn delinquentibus; Moriendum pro F i l i o Dei. I n 
these writings the i n t r e p i d s p i r i t of the l a t e r Luciferians i s 
already apparent; he ows himself fearless before the imperial 
power. Towards the end of his e x i l e , he was transferred to the 
Thebaid where he remained t i l l the death of Constantius i n 36I. 
While he was there, Athanasius wrote him two l e t t e r s f u l l of adora-
t i o n and praise. Lucifer and Eusebius of V e r c e l l i were both i n the 
Thebaid when, on the accession of J u l i a n , the exiled bishops were 
permitted to return'home, and Eusebius wanted Lucifer to accoaipany 
him to Alexandria, where a synod was to be held to s e t t l e the schism 
i n / 
Notes. 
10. cf.A V I I . 
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i n the church of Antioch. He, however, preferred to go straight 
to Antioch, and the r e s u l t was that when Eusebius arrived there 
armed with the synodal l e t t e r of the Alexandrian council, he found 
himself baulked by the previous measures of Lucifer v/ho had con-
secrated the p r i e s t Paulinus as bishop of Antioch, and r e t i r e d 
immediately. But the bishop of Cagliari declared that he v/ould 
not hold canraunion with Eusebius or any who supported the moderate 
policy of the Alexandrine council viiiereby i t was decided (1) that 
actual Arians, renouncing t h e i r heresy, should be pardoned but not 
invested with e c c l e s i a s t i c a l functions (2) those bishops who had 
merely consented to Arianisra under pressure should remain undis-
turbed. Lucifer.took offence especially with t h i s second condition 
and becameo leader of those who asserted th a t anyone who had yielded 
to any Arian compromise should not be allowed to hold an ecclesias-
t i c a l office"^"^. Lucifer eventually returned to Sardinia and Jerome, 
i n his Chronicle, places his death i n 370. 
L.6sq Obsecro etc - Liberius used the f l a t t e r i n g , laudatory tone 
common i n addressing Emperors at t h i s time cf Or. Syn. Sard. H i l . 
ad C43flast.II. 
p.89 L.6 Tranquillissime - the word " t r a n q u i l l i t a s " was used i n the 
fo u r t h century almost exclusively i n addressing the Emperor^^ 
Notes. 
11. Ruf. I , 30. Socr. I l l , 11. 
12. cf.Souter p.425. 
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L.7"Clementia" was thus used i n classical times. "Mansuetudo" was 
used i n t h i s respect from the fourth century onwards. 
L.9 f i l i o Constantini - Constantius was the second of Constantine>s 
three sons. 
L.IO sq. sed i n eo etc - i . e . he had already requested a council to 
s e t t l e the a f f a i r s of the Church but f o r certain reasons, given 
l a t e r i n the l e t t e r " ^ ^ , he was not s a t i s f i e d with i t s decisions. He 
feels himself i n rather an embarrassing position i n having to make 
the same request a second time. 
satisfactions - i . e . a satisfactory explanation of and judgment on 
the case of Athanasius. 
L . l l placabilem etiara circa reos - t h i s J i i i g h t refer to Athanasius, 
Paulinus and the other exiled bishops, but i t seems better to regard 
i t j u s t as a general statement. 
L.12 sermo p i e t a t i s tuae - the contents of t h i s "sermo" are not 
d e f i n i t e l y known. I t could be (1) one made at Aries demanding the 
condemnation of Athanasius (2) one upbraiding Liberius f o r condemning! 
his legates who f e l l at Aries, and thus refusing to accept the 
decisions of the council. The personal reference L.12sq.supports 
t h i s / 
Notes. 
13. c f , i 5 . 
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t h i s view. (3) one giv i n g credence to the rumours about Liberius 
cf;^^2,3. 
L.14 qui l e n i t a t i semper vacat - t h i s , of an Emperor i n whose reign 
"the executioner had a busy time and the assassin was always i n 
reserve", "^^ 
L.I6 indignationem r indignation probably at Liberius requesting a 
council and then refusing to accept i t s decision. This would be 
f u r t h e r inflaiTied by the knowledge that i f Liberius could be won over, 
i t would be a great v i c t o r y f o r Arianism and probably lead to the 
conquest of the whole of the West. 
religiosissirae - t h i s word i s used i n the t i t l e s given to Emperors 
and bL shops from the end of the fourth centuryi^ 
L.17 veram pacem - i . e . true peace as opposed to the false schemes 
f o r peace put foward by the Arians who were t r y i n g gt t h i s time to 
persuade the Emperor that i t was A,thanasius who was the real cause 
of the trouble i n the Church and that, i f he were condemned, peace 
would once more reign. Liberius and other orthodox bishops, such as 
Hilary-^^, recognised the s u p e r f i c i a l i t y of t h i s b e l i e f , and declared 
that what divided the orthodox and the Arians was not simply a person 
( v i z : Athanasius) but a creed ( v i z : the Nicene). 
Notes. 
14. Gwatkin Studies p.114. 
15. Souter p.348. 
If.. cf.B I . 
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L.17 sq. quae non s i t . . . fallaciae - a reference to the deceits of • 
the Arians, e.g.. dissembling the heresy of t h e i r creeds by equivocal 
words'''.'^  
L . I 9 , 20 sed multa a l i a i n medium venerunt - Liberius probably 
inserts t h i s vague statement both to apologise f o r making t h i s secondl 
request f o r a council and to protest himself from Constantius' 
obvious reply that the council of Aries had already delivered judg-
ment on Athanasius. His plea i s that only the case of Athanasius 
had been handled at Aries, iflhereas many other questions requiring 
a t t e n t i o n had been l e f t untouched. 
p.90 L. 1 fueram deprecatus - i . e . the request made by Vincent of 
Capua which resulted i n the council of Aries 353' 
L.2, 3 cum f i d e i causa.. .tractata - at Aries the orthodox had 
asserted that the f a i t h must f i r s t be discussed, and then, a f t e r 
18 
t h a t , the council could deal with the case of Athanasius . To 
t h i s , Valens and his supporters would not agree but summarily 
demanded condemnation of Athanasius. The orthodox agreed to t h i s on 
condition that t h e i r opponents pronounced an^  anathema on Arianism. 
But, a f t e r Athanasius had been condemned, Valens and his associates 
refused to f u l f i l t h e i r part of the agreement. 
Notes. 
if. cf, B I I , 9 § 4'sq. Ath. Ad Episc. Aeg. 5-18. cf.Sulp. Sev. I I , 39. 
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L..3) 4- negotia eorum - i . e . the Arians' desire to deal with 
Athanasius and his supporters. 
L.IO eius - the context shows that this refers to Athanasius"^? 
L.IO sq. me l i t t e r a s subpressisse etc - the l e t t e r of the Easterns 
might be i d e n t i f i e d w. t h that mentioned i n B I I I , 1 p.155 L.7,8, and 
would be s i m i l a r to those c r i t i c i s e d i n Ath. Hist. Ari 1, 32, Apol 
c. Ar. 1, 2. His reply (L.15) may be conjectured from the details 
given i n B I I I , 1. Both l e t t e r s must have been sent to Liberius 
20 
before the synod of Aries ; they are not now extant. 
L.14,15 Orientalium l i t t e r a s . .concilio - there are three stag-es i n 
the communication of the l e t t e r (1) general intimation to the 
diocese (2) reading i n the church of which he i s bishop (3) reading 
i n council; for. such an important matter a council of the nearer 
21 
I t a l i a n bishops would be summoned . 
L.16,17 eodem tempore - i . e . at the same time as the receipt of 
the Easterns' l e t t e r . 
22 
L.l7 octoginta episcoporum Aegyptiorum - Tillemont states that 
almost always there were 80 bishops i n Egyptian councils and 
accounts/ 
Notes. 
19. cf. L.12,13. 20. cf.L. 23-25, 21. cf.L.18,19. 
22. t . v i l l (1713) p.74- and i n t h i s he i s followed by Robertson 
"Athanasius" p.100 n.lO. 
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accounts f o r t h i s by saying that, as there were about 90 bishops i n 
Egypt am Thebaid and Libya and they were so united together i n t h e i r 
sentiments, they were accustomed to sign f o r each other when some 
were absent.cf. B I I , 2 p.127 L.l6. 
p.90 L.l8 s i m i l i t e r - t h i s shows that he has also intimated the 
l e t t e r of the Easterns to the I t a l i a n bishops, probably at the 
council mentioned on L.15. 
L..19,20 cum episcopoi*um. .existeret - i s Liberius simply r e l y i n g on 
nnmiQerical sup e r i o r i t y without entering i n t o the respective merits 
of e i t h e r side? or i s he s t i l l a f r a i d to decide either way and i s 
using t h i s numerical superiority as an excuse f o r delay? The l a t t e l 
seems preferable. He would not wish to decide i n favour of 
Athanasius j u s t yet because that would prejudice his plea f o r a 
council, and the numerical superiority gives him s u f f i c i e n t grounds 
f o r temporarily refusing to give a d i r e c t answer to the Easterns. 
L.21 haec scripta - the "quae omnia sc r i p t a " of L.23 indicates that 
by "haec s c r i p t a " i s meant either the l e t t e r of the Easterns or the 
"sententia" of the Egyptians; from the grammatical construction of 
the passage, i t seems necessary to refer i t to the l a t t e r . 
Notes. 
23. Chrysostom had the case of Athanasius i n mind when protesting 
that he could not resume his see u n t i l he was acquitted by a 
council greater than that which had dexsosed him.cf, Palladius, 
V i t a s 9' Socr. VI, 16. 
- 228 -
L.21,22 s i deo fidem debet Eusebius - i . e . Liberius c a l l s Eusebius, 
the envoy of the Egyptians, to witness before God concerning the 
delivery and proper treatment acoD rded the documents which he had 
l e f t at Rome. 
L.22 festinans ad Africam - Eusebius would be huirying back to 
Af r i c a a f t e r the completion of his mission. 
L.23 quae omnia scripta - i . e . both the l e t t e r of L.IO and the 
"sententia" of L.I7.Vincent and the other envoys had evidently taken 
these documents vdth them.to the Emperor i n order to strengthen 
t h e i r case f o r the holding of a council. 
L.23 Vincentius - Vincent, bishop of Capua i n Campania, was a 
prominent figure on the orthodox side i n the fourth century. He i s 
thought t> be the same as the p r i e s t Vincentius who was one of the 
two legates of Silvester, bishop of Rome, at the council of Nicaea. 
I t i s quite probable that he v/oild attend the synod of Rome 341. 
Later he was sent by the council of Sardica to persuade Constantius 
24 
to r e c a l l the exiled bishops . I t was during t h i s embassy that a 
f o u l t r i c k was played on Vincent and Euphrates of Cologne by 
Stephanus of Antioch^^. I n 35j Liberius commissioned Vincent and 
another/ 
Notes. • 
24. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.50. Hist. Ar. 20. 25. Ath. Hist. Ar. 20. Theod. I I , 9,10. 
- 229 -
another Campanian bishop, Marcellus, t o request the council at 
Aquileia. I n B V I I , 6 Liberius lajnents Vircent's f a l l at Ariesj but 
26 
Athanasius excuses him by saying that i t was only a f t e r severe 
treatment that he renouisD ed communion with himself. I n 357? 
Liberius i n exile wrote to Vincent requesting him to c a l l an 
assembly of Canpanian bishops and to write to CoiBtantius i n order 
to procure his release^"^. According to an epistle of Damasus of 
28 
Rome , Vincent was one of the few who remained f i r m at Ariminum. 
L.24 cum ceteris - f o r example, Marcellus of Campania .cf. B V l l , 6 
p.167 L.8. 
L.25 Arelatura - a f t e r the death of Magnentius, Constantius made 
his headquarters at Aries from October 353 t i l l the spring of 354. 
L.26 prudentia - t h i s t i t l e i s used from the fourth century onv/ai"ds.| 
p.91 L.2, 3 i t a u t . .praecepit - f o r example, Matt. 6, 24sq. 
L.4, 5 i n a l i o ministerio ecclesiasticus vivens - i . e . his position 
i n the Church p r i o r to becoming b i s h o p i r e n a e u s and Te r t u l l i a n 
had already used the word "ecclesiasticus" i n this way. 
Notes. 
26. Apol. ad Const. 27. 27. B V I I , 11. 28. Theod. I I , 17. 29. cf. Cyp. Ep. 67, 4. 
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L.6 ad legem - sc. of the Church. 
ad i s t u d officium - i . e . the c f f i c e of bishop. 
L .7 i n v i t u s access! - cf.the election of Ambrose. 
L.9 numquam mea statuta, sed apostolica -"statuta apostolica" can 
refer to the decrees l a i d down both by the j o s t l e s and by those i n 
the apostolic succession ( i . e . the orthodox bishops). 
Liberius' main assertion i s that he has not made any innovations and 
has therefore incurred no r i s k of error; but he also implies that 
he has apostolic authority f o r h i s actions while the Arians have, 
not30 and brings near the assumption that i f there i s anyone i n the 
Church q u a l i f i e d to say v\hich things are apostolic, i t i s the bishop 
of Rome.cf. s i m i l a r l y L . l l s q "et i l l a m fidem servans etc". 
L.lOsq. secutus morera etc - often the principle but not always the 
practice either of some of his predecessors or of his successors. 
This phrase gives an insig h t into Liberius' diaracter. His i s a 
p o l i c y of consolidation, rather than of advancement, probably the 
wisest course cf action i n view of the privileges gained f o r the 
Roman see under his immediate -predecessor Ju l i u s . 
L.IO secutus morera ordinemque maioium - cf,B I I I , 1 p.155 L .9 
secutus traditonem maiorum. 
Notes. 
30. cf. Tert. De Praescr. haer. XXXII. 
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L.I3 plures martyres - e.g. Tele^horus (126-37) martyred under 
Hadrian31; Fabian (236-50) martyred at the beginning cf the iDecian. 
persecution^^; Sixtus who was martyred on 6th August 258 under the 
Valerian pasrsecution-^^. 
p.91.L.15 causaiTi - i . e . the case coixerning Athanasius. 
L.I6 Orientales - i . e . the Eusebians (not necessarily those 
mentioned on p.90 L.12sq.), 
L.I8 ex partibus i p s i s - i . e . from the Easterns. 
quattuor episcopi etc - at the end of the Macrostich synod of 
Antioch^ 34-4^^, which adopted almost l i t e r a l l y the formula of 
Eastern Sardica, i . e . the 4th Creed of the Dedication council of 
Antioch,and the additional anathemas, with more detailed explana -
tions directed against the Arians, Sabellians, Marcellus of Ancyra, 
Photinus and Athanasius, the Eusebians dispatched four bishops, 
Eudoxius of Geiraanicia, Martyrius, Macedonius of C i l i c i a , and 
Deraofilus-^^, to the V/est w i t h t h i s new formula. They seem to have 
arrived j u s t as the Western bishops were holding a council at Milan. 
cf.B I I , 5 p. 14-2 L.17sq. note. 
Notes. „ 2 31. I r e n . adv. Haer.III i i i 5 4. Lightfoot Apost. Fathers I I i 458, 32. Eus.H.E. VI,XXXIX §1 c f Benson "Cyprian" 65sq. 
33. Ep. LXXXf 1 (C.S.E.L. I l l , ii, 840) and Kidd Doc. N0.I58. 34. Ath.. De Syn. 26 Socr.11,19. S o z . I l l 11. 35. Ath.-De Syn. 26 omits the l a s t named. 
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Demofilus - see note on him i n A IV, 3 p.78 L . 2 , Athanasius^^ omits 
his name but i t seems quite probable that as a leading Busebian he 
would be one of the emissaries. 
L . I 9 Macedonius - see note A IV, 3 p.74 L.IO. Eudoxius - see note 
A IV, 3 p.75 L . 7 . Martyrius - nothing more i s known-about t h i s 
bishop. 
L . I 9 ante annos octo - i . e . c.345/346^'^. 
L . I 9 , 20 apud i¥ediolanium - cf. B I I , 5 § 4 p. 142 L.17sq. note. 
I t was the favourite t e s t of the orthodox to ask doubtful bishops 
to condemn the Arian heresy cf, B I I , 5^4-? also t h e i r conduct at 
Aries 353) and at Arirainum 359"^^. 
L.23 non est novum - cf.B I p.101 L.6,7. 
L .23,24 quod nunc su b t i l i t e r . . a d t e s t a n t u r - cf.B I , p.101 L . l5sq . 
L.25 Alexandri - Alexander succeeded Achillas i n the see of Alexan-
d r i a 0.313* His tenure of c f f i c e was a stormy one; f i r s t he was 
harassed by the Meletians and then - much more seriously - by Arius. 
Though/ 
Notes. 
36. De Sim. 26. 
37. see Conclusion on date of th i s l e t t e r . 
38. cf.Ath. De Syn. 9, 
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Though he has sometimes been charged with i r r e s o l u t i o n i n his 
handling of the case of Arius, i t seems more charitable to suppose 
that the reason f o r his forbearance lay i n an anxiety t o have the 
whole a f f a i r thoroughly discussed and properly settled. He wrote 
indefatigably to various bishops to prevent t h e i r being deceived by 
Arius. Epiphanius^*^ knew 70 such l e t t e r s . The l e t t e r to Silvester 
of Rome mentioiEd here seems to have been of this type. Reference 
40 
i s also made to i t i n Lioerius' l e t t e r "Me f r a t e r " , but i t i s not 
now extant. 
. L.25 Silvestrum - Silvester succeeded Miltiades on Jan . 31 , 314 and 
J^eld the see of Rome u n t i l Dec. 3 I , 335- Though possessing the see 
f o r so long a time during one of the most c r i t i c a l periods i n 
histoiy,' he does not seem to have played any prominent part i n the 
great events of hi s day. He was represented at Aries 314, by two 
presJ^yters and two deacons. I n v i t e d to Nic'aea 325, he did not attencl 
f o r reasons of age but sent two presbi^-ters Vitus and Vincentius as 
his representatives'^^ 
L.26 ante oi-dinationem Athanasii - Alexander died on 17th A p r i l 328 
and Athanasius was ordained bishop of Alexandria on 8th June 328. 
L.26 - p.92 L .2 undecim tam. .etecisse -g cf,Ath. Hist. Ar . 7 1 ; 
Depositio A r i i . 
Notes. 
39. Haer. 69, 4. 
40. P.L. V I I I , 1350. ^ ^ 
41. Eus. V.C. i i i , 7- Socr. I , 14. Soz. I , 17-
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. 42 L.4 Georgius - i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o i d e n t i f y t h i s Georgius. Feder . 
thinks i t i s the Georgius who was l a t e r intruded int o Alexandria on 
the exil e of Athanasius i n 356. This i s also the opinion of 
Valesius^^. But there i s no evidence of t h i s bishop having had any 
connection with Alexandria p r i o r t o his intrusion. 
The only other leading Arian bishop of that name at t h i s time 
was-Georgius, bi shop of Laodicea. He was a native of Alexandria and 
44 4 n had been ordained presbyter by Alexander but l a t e r deposed . 
46 
He had also been condemned i n his absence at Western Sardica but 
s t i l l remained one of the Arian ]e aders^*^. I t seems quite possible, 
therefore, that he would s t i l l r e t a i n some connections with 
Alexandria and could be the person referred to i n t h i s passage. 
i n Alexandria- - t h i s phrase must be joined with the "quibus" and 
mean that certain of the enemies of Athanasius were s t i l l working i n 
Alexandria i t s e l f . He was s t i l l powerful enough to prevent an 
opposing bishop of the standing of George of Laodicea from operating 
w i t h i n the c i t y . 
L.5 " e x h i b i t i s " i s to be attached to "sententiis" "when they are 
put forward". 
Notes. 
42. Stud. I p.79. 
43. notes on Socr. I I , 37 p.26. 44. Eus. V.C. I l l , 62. Philost. V I I I , 17-45. Ath. De Syn.17. 46. B I I , l§8.p.l23 L.6sq. B I I , 3 p.131 L.9. 47. cf,Ath.-Apol. de fuga, w r i t t e n c.357> shows t h i s . 
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L.6 u t nunc per I t a l i a m factum est - the Arians would be eager to 
follow up t h e i r v i c t o r y at Aries 353 ^7 imposing condemnation of 
Athanasius not only upon I t a l y - though t h i s , of course, i s 
Liberius' special- oDncem - but upon the whole of the West. 
p.92 L .6 sententiis - e.g. the decisions of the Arians at the synod 
of Aries 353. 
§ 5 gives an ins i g h t i n t o the happenings at Aries 353. For the sake 
of the peace of the Church, both sides had made a reciprocal bargain; 
the orthodox had agreed to surrender Athanasius, t h e i r opponents to 
condeimi the Arian heresy. But a f t e r the orthodox had excommunicat-
ed Athanasius, Valens and his party refused to f u l f i l l t h e i r part 
of the agreement. 
L.8 a l i u d - i . e . another point i n his argument f o r a council. 
L . 9 , 10 manent legatorum. .venerunt - t h i s l e t t e r from his legates 
would be sent at the close of the council of Aries to inform 
Liberius about what had taken place there. I t i s not now extant. 
L . l l omnium ecclesiarum - no record as to the numbers or representa-| 
t i o n at Aries i s extant but i t seems improbable that the East was 
represented. I t s j u r i s d i c t i o n would be confined to the West. The 
phrase "of a l l the churches" could be either a general statement 
(cf9p . 9 3 L.12) or mean " a l l the churQhes covered by the j u r i s d i c t i o n 
of the synod of Aries. 
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L.IO,11 sententiis Orientalium - i.e. the condemnation of Athanas-
iu s . Liberius i s deviously embarrassed by the willingness of the 
orthodox at Aries t o surrender Athanasius because his main reason f o i 
requesting another council was on behalf of that very same person. 
I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to speculate how f a r he would have acquiesced i n 
the decisions reached at Aries i f an appearance of peace had been 
restored to the Church and Valens and his party had signed a con-
demnation of the Arian heresy, no matter how su p e r f i c i a l and p o l i t i e . 
From the evidence nov/ available, i t would appear tha t , only through 
the deceits of ValenB- and his group at Aries, did the orthodox 
realise that the condemnation of Athanasius was the f i r s t stage i n 
the Arian attack on the Nicene creed. 
L.14 scriptura teste - i . e . a reference to the custom of always 
t r y i n g t o f i n d s c r i p t u r a l warrant f o r oheir actions. 
L.15 concilium - i . e . Aries 353,cf6p .90 L .25. 
L.16,17 (quod solum, .privandum) - t h i s part of the text i s missing 
i n A and has to be supplied from other MSS. 
quod solum exigebant - another instance of the subtlety of the 
Arians; they made i t appear as i f only the person of Athanasius 
was at stake. This one demand, however, co3zea?ed everything and 
touched the heart of a l l the issues involved i n the controversy. 
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L . l 8 recte catholicae r e l i g i o n i s iure servato - as opposed to the 
Arian procedure.cf, B I § 5 p.101 L.19sq; and Liberius' speech to the 
Emperor i n Theod. I I , I 3 . 
L .21 eius - i . e . God. This i s i n similar vein to the speech of 
the bishops to Constantius at Milan as reported i n Ath. Hist. Ar. 
33,34- teaching him that the kingdom was not his, but God's, 
Who iad given i t to him..." 
L.24 sq.haec i n coetu etc - because' of the i r r e g u l a r i t i e s at Aries, 
Liberius appeals f o r another council, cf. Liberius i n his l e t t e r to 
Eusebius of V e r c e l l i ^ ^ "ut ormiia, quae i n medium venerunt, i n 
coetu possent sacerdotum Dei t r a c t a r i " ; also his assertion"^^ that 
a l l e c c l e s i a s t i c a l matters should be settl e d by bishops. 
L.25 pacatis. .temporibus - at t h i s time Constantius v;as harassed by 
troubles on the f r o n t i e r s of the Empire,e.g. i n spring 354 he was at 
Augusta Rauracorura on the Upper R h i n e a n d i n the early sumraef of 
355 he was i n Rhaetia dealing w i t h the barbarians on the Danube. 
Indeed i t was only when he had brought peace to the f r o n t i e r s that 
Constantius was able to grant Liberius' request f o r a council. 
Notes. \ 
48. P.L. V I I I , 1350. 
49. i n Theod. I I , I 3 . 
50. Amm. Marc. Res^ Gestae XIV, X, 6. 
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p.93 L.lsq sic omnia etc - Liberius hopes t h i s time to secure a 
decision made by bishops, untrammelled by the imperial power, and 
demands no new creed but simply an exposition of the Nicene creed. 
L.4,5 cum exemplo - t h i s probably refers to a copy of the acts of 
the council. 
L .7)8 causam fidei..praeposuisse - Liberius pleads that the s p i r i t -
ual i s more important than the material, the cause of f a i t h and 
peace than a f f a i r s of state. 
L.IO Luciferum - see note p.89 L . 3 . Pancracius and Hilarius are also 
51 
mentioned i n Liteerius' l e t t e r to Eusebius . According to Athan-
52 . 
asius .Hilarius was f i r s t beaten with rods before being sent int o 
e x i l e . Later he .seems to have joined the Luciferians and wrote i n 
t h e i r i n t e r e s t on the rebaptism of heretics^^. 
L.13 posse concilium irapetrare - the council was granted at Milan 
i n 355 but again i t had disastrous results f o r the orthodox cause. 
Notes. 
51 . P.L. V I I I , 1355. 
52. Hist. Ar. 41» 
53. Jer. adv. Lucif. 21,27. P.L. 23 col.184, 190. 
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CONCLUSION. Basing h i s opinion on the assumption that the George 
mentioned on p.92 L .4^^ i s the bishop who was intruded i n t o the see 
of Alexandria i n place of Athanasius, Valesius-^^ places the composi-
t i o n of t h i s l e t t e r i n 356. But t h i s i s much too l a t e a date. 
From the oontext^^ i t i s obvious that the l e t t e r was w r i t t e n not 
long a f t e r the synod of Aries, which was held i n autumn 353; i t 
might evenrJiave been w r i t t e n i n t h i s same year. Indeed, not the 
least i n t e r e s t i n g point about t h i s l e t t e r i s that i t gives almost 
. a l l the information we now possess about t h i s synod of Aries. 
The tone of apolog-y and f l a t t e r y adopted i n the l e t t e r may. .be 
accounted f o r by the fa c t that Liberius i s obviously embarrassed both 
i n having to request a second council concerning Athanasius and by 
the a t t i t u d e displayed by the orthodox at Aries towards the person 
of Athanasius. 
Notes. 
54. cf.note on t h i s . 
55. see his notes on Socr. I I , 37 p.26. 
56. cf. 5 5' 
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Series A V I I I . Letter of Constantius to the Synod of Ariminum.359 
SUM'ilARY. (1) I n t h i s l e t t e r , the Emperor Constantius instructs the 
bishops on hov/ they are to conduct themselves at the synod of 
Ariminum. F i r s t of a l l , they have to give attention to matters 
concerning f a i t h and uni t y . (2) Then they are not to make any 
decisions regarding the Easterns but only to consider matters 
a f f e c t i n g themselves. F i n a l l y , they have to appoint 10 legates 
to send to the court, as a former l e t t e r had intimated. These 
10 w i l l answer the' propositions put forv/ard by the Easterns @p 
• t r e a t matters of the f a i t h , so that a l l ambiguity and dissension 
may be removed. 
COMMNTARY. ITiis l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s work. 
I t has been edited by Faber-Coustant, Bar. ad ann 359 n.XII, Binius 
I , 477, Ed.regia I I I , 190sq., Labbe-Cossart I I , 793sq. Harduin I 
71sq., Coleti I I , 896sq. and Mansi I I I ; 297. 
p.93 1.17 exemplum epistulae Constantii - according to i t s contents, 
t h i s seems to b4 the l e t t e r referred to i n A V, 1,, p.82 L .2 and 
probably to be included i n the " s c r i p t i s " A VI, p.87 L .7 , though, 
i f the Arians are to be believed, the l a t t e r seem to have contained 
more specific instructions than are given here^ 
I t i s possible that Constantius Issued two ty^es of l e t t e r ; the 
one sent to .the catholics i n the West and v/ritten i n general terras, 
the/ 
Notes^ examrile, those regarding the condemnation of the words 
"usia" and "Omousius'i cf^-n.87 L .8sq. 
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the other intended f o r Valens and his followers and showing quite 
2 
d e f i n i t e l y where his sympathies lay . 
L.18 episcopos I t a l o s - " I t a l o s " must here he taken as equivalent 
to "Western" because the l e t t e r i t s e l f makes i t p l a i n that i t i s 
w r i t t e n t o the Western bishops i n general and not to any pa r t i c u l a r 
section at Arimin\im. 
L.21 p r i o r a s t a t u t a - t h i s phrase i s used here i n a general sense 
3 
f o r the former decrees and customs of the Church • 
1.22,23 l i t t e r i s . . . d a t i s . - t h i s must r e f e r to a previous l e t t e r 
of the Westerns. Prom the references made to i t i n t h i s l e t t e r , 
i t seems to have been an enlarged e d i t i o n of A IX, 1. 
p.94, L.1,2 aed res., existere - as was t h e i r custom^, the Westerns 
i n t h e i r l e t t e r (L.1 "res") would i n s i s t that the Council of 
Nicaea had s e t t l e d these matters of f a i t h f i n a l l y and completely, 
and that there was no need to raise them again at a new council. 
Constantius admits t h i s , agrees that the Church has issued decrees 
on these matters and at the beginning of his l e t t e r asserts i n 
general fashion that the former statutes a r e ' s t i l l binding. YB-Cj he 
continues, frequent enactment of these statutes i s not superfluous, 
but/ 
notes. 
2. see also note on p.94 L.14. 
3. Just as the sanctity of a law depends on how i t i s practised, 
so the importance of the former decisions, such as those of 
cSurcIt' ®^ judged from the influence theyexert i n the 
4. cf. A 1. B . I I , 1. 
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but rather, highly advantageous, and therefore i t i s not wrong f o r 
the synod once again to consider matters of f a i i h and uni t y . 
L.4 de f i d e atque unitate - matters of u n i t y were as important as 
those of f a i t h to the Emperor, and his p o l i c y had always been to 
accept the creed of that party which seemed most capa'ble of restor-
i n g peace to the Church. 
L.8 "de huiusmodi" i s equivalent to "detalibus rebus" 
L. 9sq. ReSilista etc - the Westerns had perhaps made some reference 
[ 5 
i n t h e i r l e t t e r to the Easterns, f o r example, a comment on the 
Arian-Semiarian alli a n c e of Sirmium, May 359, which produced the 
Dated Creed; or i t might be that Constantius gavethis i n s t r u c t i o n 
at the i n s t i g a t i o n of his Arian counsellors. The Arians feared 
an alli a n c e of Nicenes and Semiarians against themselves and indeed 
i t was to prevent t h i s happening that they had persuaded Constantius 
to hold two separate synods^. 
The power of the Westerns was f u r t h e r c u r t a i l e d ' since t h e i r legates 
could not take the i n i t i a t i v e i n the discussions with the Easterns 
but had to wait on the l a t t e r . The Western legates could answer 
and discuss but not propose. 
L.13 decemmittere - Constantius envisages an united Western council 
sending/ 
notes 
5. p.93 1.22. 
6. Soz. H.E. IV, 16,17. 
7. c f ! p.94 L.15^ 
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sending 10 legates to court, where they w i l l meet t h e i r counterparts 
8 
from the Eastern synod, which had been given similar instructions* 
As A V, 2 has shown, the r i f t i n the Western synod delayed t h i s . 
plan, because both sections at Ariminum had sent 10 legates, each 
embassy doubtless claiming to be the true representatives of the 
synod. I t was oiily a f t e r Valens and his associates had gained the 
mastery at Hike''that Constantius' plan was f u l f i l l e d and the legates 
of Ariminum came to Constantinople for discussions with the Easterns 
1.14 prioribus l i t t e r i s - t h i s would be the l e t t e r which prompted 
9 
the Westerns to write to the Emperor . I n a l l probability i t was 
the l e t t e r which opened the synod of Ariminum"^^. 
I.14sq. p r a e d i c t i enim etc - cf. note on p.94 I.9sq. 
1.20 sq.. non enim u l l a s etc - the Emperor bases t h i s command, not 
on any e c c l e s i a s t i c a l rule or custom, but simply on the imperial 
power. 
L.25,26 Datum...conss - i . e . 27th May 359. 
notes. 
8. Soz. H.E. IV, 17. 
9. p.93 L.22. 
10» cf. ,the poximity i n date between the signing of the Dated 
Creed, 22nd. May and the composition of t h i s l e t t e r , 27th May. 
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CONCIUSIOIT. The Westerns had evidently made i t c l e a r to aonstantius 
i n t h e i r previous l e t t e r that they had come to Ariminum i n no 
courtly temper, and so he had found i t necessary to send them 
another l e t t e r giving f u l l e r instructions as to the conduct of the 
synod and j u s t i f y i n g t h i s further debate on the f a i t h . According 
to Sozomen^"^ s i m i l a r information had been dispatched to the 
Easterns at Seleucia. 
The Westerns give t h e i r reply to t h i s l e t t e r i n A V, 1, one which 
must have been very s i m i l a r to t h e i r f i r s t and i n which they 
announce t h e i r adherence to the old decrees and to the decisions 
taken at Nicaea. 
Note. 
11. IV, 17. 
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Series A IX. Documents of the Catholic Bishops a t Ariminum.359« 
A IX, 1. Statement of F a i t h . 
SUMMARY. . This document contains a statement of f a i t h issued by 
the c a t h o l i c bishops a t Ariminujn, p r i o r t o t h e i r accepting, under 
i m p e r i a l pressure, the h e r e t i c a l p r o p o s i t i o n s of the Arians. I n 
i t they declare t h e i r adherence t o the accepted creed and f a i t h of 
the Church, e s t a b l i s h e d by Holy S c r i p t u r e and kept secure through 
the a p o s t o l i c succession u^ t o the time of the Nicene creed. 
Nothing can be added t o t h i s nor anything taken away, and the v/ord 
and meaning of "s u b s t a n t i a " must be a f f i r m e d i n a l l i t s f u l l n e s s , 
according t o the p r o f e s s i o n of the c a t h o l i c church. 
COMSOINTARY. This d e c l a r a t i o n has been preserved only i n H i l a r y ' s 
work. I t has been e d i t e d by Paber-Coustant, Bar. Ad ann. 359 
n.XVI sq., B i n i u s I , 478, Ed. r e g i a I I I , 192, Labbe-Cossart 11,795, 
Harduin I , 711 sq.. , C o l e t i I I , 897sq.. and Mansi I I I , 298sq.. I n 
a d d i t i o n t o the usual MSS. of the c o l l e c t i o n , the t e x t has also 
been preserved i n a MS. of the 7 t h century"""; t h i s t e x t d i f f e r s 
v e r b a l l y but not s u b s t a n t i a l l y from t h a t of A and has l o s t i t s 
ending. 
p. 95 L.4 priusq.uam - i . e . before 10th October 359-cf, A V, 3. 
Notes, 
1. - Cod. Bodleianus E. Mus.lOl. cf . Peder p.95 L.15sq. 
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L.6 symbolo - i . e . the Nicene creed. 
L . l l successionem apostolorum S- t h i s seems t o be the f i r s t 
occurrence of t h i s a c t u a l phrase i n L a t i n w r i t i n g s , but i t . h a s 
close p a r a l l e l s i n the e a r l i e r L a t i n and Greek authors while 
Eusebius has the same wording: Eus. H.E. i , 1, 1; i i , 23, 3; v i i i 
p r a e f . cf. Turner (pl99-206 i n Essays on the E a r l y H i s t o r y of the 
Church and M i n i s t r y ) who, however, does not q.uote t h i s phrase. 
L.12 ad t r a c t a t u m apud Mcheam habitum - i . e . the Council of Nicaea 
325, i t s creed and decisions against Arianism. 
L.14 nec addendum. .. necMnui posse - the " a d d i t i o n s " r e f e r t o the 
var i o u s d e f i n i t i o n s issued by the Arians and Semiarians and designed) 
t o take the place of the Nicene creed, the "diminutions" t o t h e i r 
attempts t o omit the v i t a l words "usia" (or "substantia") and 
"omousius ". 
p.96, L . l , 2 'substantiae ' q.uoq.ue. .mentibus n o s t r i s - the Arians 
argued t h a t the word 'substantia' ( o r 'usia') was not found i n 
2 
S c r i p t u r e and should t h e r e f o r e be r e j e c t e d . The orthodox 
r e p l i e d t h a t i t s meaning was w e l l established i n S c r i p t u r e . 
H i l a r y ^ p o i n t s out t h a t t h i s o b j e c t i o n , t h a t the word i s not found 
i n S c r i p t u r e , weighs also a g a i n s t the other watchwords, such as 
"omoiousios". 
Notes. 
2. • cf. A V I p.87 L.17,18. p.88. L.6,7. 
3.. De Syn. 81. 
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A IX, 2 N a r r a t i v e Text. 
SUMMARY. A l l the c a t h o l i c s subscribed t h i s statement, and a f t e r -
wards i n the same c o u n c i l unanimously condemned t h e i r opponents, as 
the f o l l o w i n g document shows. 
COMB/IENTARY. p. 96 L . l l postquam - i f A IX, 1 corresponds to the 
l e t t e r mentioned i n A V I I I , p. 93 L.22, then t h i s condemnation could 
not have f o l l o w e d immediately upon the pomposition of A IX, 1 but 
only a f t e r a considerable i n t e r v a l of time, because A V I I I , i s 
dated 27 May 359 and A IX, 3 ;21st. J u l y 359-
L . I 3 s p i i ? i t a l i voce - cf* A V, 1 p. 83 L . I 3 . • I n t h i s case, t h e i r 
c l a i m t o be i n s p i r e d might be based on t h e i r unanimity. 
A IX, 3 Condemnation of the h.eretiGs. 
SUMMARY. On 21st. J u l y 359 , a f t e r the synod • of Ariminum had dealt 
w i t h matters of the f a i t h and s e t t l e d what ought t o be done, at 
the suggestion of G-recianus, bishop of G a l l i s , who thought t h a t the 
synod had shown enough patience w i t h Valens, Ursacius, Germinius 
and Gaius, a l l the bishops again'agreed t o condemn those h e r e t i c s 
because of the confusion they had caused i n the Church and because 
they were now t r y i n g t o overthrow the Nicene decisions by a h e r e t i c a l 
creed drawn up by themselves. 
COM;ffiNTARY/ 
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COMfSNTARY. This, document has also been preserved i n Greek i n 
Ath. De Syn. 11, I t has bee'n e d i t e d by Eaber-Coustant, Bar, ad 
ann. 359 n.XVII, Harduin I , 711-714, C o l e t i I I , 898sa. and Mansi 
I I I , 299. 
p.96 1.16,17 Eusebio... August - i . e . 21s t . J u l y 359. 
L.20 Grecianus episcopus a Calle - Grecianus of C a l l i s i n Umbria 
i s known only from t h i s document. The Greek t e x t does not mention 
him. 
p. 97 L . l . The Greek t e x t i n Athanasius adds "Auxentius" t o these 
nameSiCf, A V p. 83 L.13. Socrates'^ mentions also Demophilus of 
Beroea. Geographically, Beroea belonged t o the synod of Seleucia, 
but i t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t , because of his previous r e l a t i o n s w i t h 
L i b e r i u s , Demophilus might have been sent t o Ariminum. 
L.2sq.. omnes eccles i a s etc - cf, A V p. 82 L.lsq., p. 80 L.lsq. 
L. 5sq. a d t u l e r u n t etc - i . e . t h e i r v e r s i o n of the Dated Creed. 
L.7,8 iam quidem.. conprobatum - they had already been condemned 
at Sardica and Milan.cf, A V, 1 p. 80 L.6sq.. B I I , 1 ^ 8 . 
CONCLUSION. No date i s assigned i n the t e x t t o A IX, 1 but i t s 
simple p r o f e s s i o n of f a i t h makes i t appear probable t h a t i t was 
w r i t t e i / 
f ? * ^ l - E . I I , 37. ,€ 
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w r i t t e n soon a f t e r the opening of the synod of Ariminuni and before 
5 
the Arians complicated matters by the i n t r o d u c t i o n of t h e i r creed . 
I t probably corresponds, i n p a r t at l e a s t , t o the l e t t e r of the 
Westerns mentioned by Constantius i n A V I I I , i n which they had 
reminded him t h a t the former decisions were s t i l l v a l i d and no 
f u r t h e r d i s c u s s i o n on the f a i t h was necessary. I n A IX, 1 i s 
given the t y p i c a l orthodox Western p o s i t i o n , i . e . f i r m adherence t o 
the Nicene c o u n c i l w i t h i t s creed and decisions and the a s s e r t i o n 
t h a t no a l t e r a t i o n can be made t o these.cf.A V, 1. 
A IX, 3 seems the l o g i c a l outcome of the s i t u a t i o n described i n 
A V, 1 p.83 I . l s q . The anger caused among the Westerns by the 
i n t r o d u c t i o n of the h e r e t i c a l creed would lead t o the condemnation 
of those who proposed i t . 
The order of composition of the documents and l e t t e r s a r i s i n g from 
the synod o f Ariminum would seem t o be as f o l l o w s : - (1) p.94 L.14' 
the f i r s t l e t t e r of Constantius. (2) p.93 L.22, 23 the f i r s t l e t t e r 
o f the Westerns i n r e p l y t o t h i s . Part of t h i s at l e a s t has been 
preserved i n A IX, 1. (3) A V I I I the second l e t t e r of Constantius 
i n r e p l y t o the Westerns. (4) A V, 1 the r e p l y of the c a t h o l i c s 
t o t h i s . (5) A IX, 3^. (6) A V, 3 and A V I both documents issued 
a f t e r the A r i a n v i c t o r y at Nik/* 
Notes. 
5. c f i conclusion t o A V. 
6. see above. 
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Series B I . Preface.c.^56 . 
SUMiilARY. (1) The author begins w i t h a d i s s e r t a t i o n on I Cor. 13,13. 
He a f f i r m s h i s love f o r , and t r u e adherence t o Jesus C h r i s t , r e j e c t -
• int the s o c i e t y o f the wicked and foregoing a l l w o r l d l y honours 
because of h i s steadfast devotion t o the t r u e f a i t h . (4) Then he 
gives a ' d e s c r i p t i o n of the subject and purpose of h i s book. He i s 
atte m p t i n g t o p u b l i s h a serious and i n t r i c a t e worx<, which w i l l oe 
d i f f i c u l t t o understand because of the d i a b o l i c a l deceit and 
s u b t l e t i e s of the h e r e t i c s , t o wMch many w i l l b r i n g minds biased 
through f e a r and d i s s i m u l a t i o n ; i t w i l l deal w i t h events t a k i n g 
place i n f o r e i g n p a r t s , events long ago accomplished but f o r some 
time passed over i n si l e n c e under pretence of peace, u n t i l r e c e n t l y 
brought i n t o prominence again by the wicked c r a f t i n e s s of d e c e i t f u l 
men, causing d i s t r a c t i o n t o the Emperor and a g i t a t i o n i n the palace, 
bishops and o f f i c i a l magistrates b u s t l i n g around i n confusion i n 
t h e i r haste t o act against a p o s t o l i c men. He has taken the utmost 
pains, he continues, t o show the i n i q u i t y of the sentence passed 
against h i m s e l f , f o r indeed i t has long been a scandal t h a t bishops 
should s u f f e r e x i l e because they refuse t o condeJTin Athanasius. 
(5) He has to pass over some t h i n g s , such as the i m p e r i a l i n t r u s i o n 
i n e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a f f a i r s , i m p e r i a l judgment passed without any 
reason given, sentence e x t o r t e d on an absent person, not because 
they are unimportant, but because he has t o discuss w e i g h t i e r 
matters. For i n case anyone might have a wrong impression of what 
a c t u a l l y took place (sc. a t B i t e r r a e ) , he has taken great care t o 
expound/ 
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expouna.uthe whole a f f a i r i n t h i s book. At t h a t time he had only 
been able t o make a h u r r i e d p r o t e s t against the c o r r u p t i o n of the 
Gospels, the depravation of the f a i t h and a confession which was 
r e a l l y a blasphemy o f the name of C h r i s t ; and h i s speech was 
ne c e s s a r i l y h u r r i e d , disordered and confused because the more he 
sought an audience, the more h i s enemies opposed i t . (6) He 
inte n d s , t h e r e f o r e , t o begin from the recent events at A r i e s , when 
h i s b r o t h e r and f e l l o w - m i n i s t e r Paulinus of Treves refused t o 
associate himself v/ith wickedness and d e c e i t , and he w i l l set f o r t h 
t h a t d e c i s i o n by which he was judged unworthy of the Church by the 
bishops and worthy of e x i l e by the Emperor. I n t h i s way, i t w i l l 
become apparent, not so much from the a c t u a l order of events, but 
from the purpose l y i n g behind them, t h a t what was at issue was not 
a person but r a t h e r a confession of f a i t h . (7) F i n a l l y , he 
requests the reader not t o be wearied w i t h so many e p i s t l e s and 
synods but t o give h i s c l o s e s t a t t e n t i o n t o the work and, i n a f f a i r s 
of such magnitude-and importance, t o form h i s own independent 
judgment. * 
GOMmTARY. Before the preface i n the MSS stands the f o l l o w i n g 
t i t l e : - " I n c i p i t l i b e r sancti"^ H i l a r i i P i c t a v i e n s i s Provinciae 
Aquitaniae I n Quo Sunt Omnia, Quae Ostendunt (Qua Ratione) Vel 
Quomodo, Quibusnam Causis, quibus i n s t a n t i b u s sub imperatore 
constantio factum est ariminense concilium contra formellam nicheni 
t r a c t a t u s , qua universae hereses conpressae erant". T h i s / 
Notes. 
1. Feder Stud. I . p.127-8 p r e f e r s "secondus"„ 
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This t i t l e dees not cover a l l the documents i n Series B and i s 
obviously now out o f place, a r e s u l t of the confusion e x i s t i n g anong 
the fragments as a whole. 
p.98 L.3sq. Sancto s p i r i t u plenus etc - t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n on I Cor.' 
13,13 i s r a t h e r a s t r i k i n g i n t r o d u c t i o n t o a polemical work. As 
an a n t i d o t e and r e a c t i o n against the personal enmities and j e a l o u s i e s 
between the r i v a l f a c t i o n s i n the Church, the author takes t h i s New 
Testament basis t o s t r i k e a calmer, more C h r i s t i a n note. I t malces 
even more e f f e c t i v e the f i e r y p a r ts of h i s work e.g. the anathemas 
against L i b e r i u s . 
The author expands St. Paul's phrase and gives an i n t e r p r e t a -
t i o n which would f i n d favour w i t h most modern commentators. 
Prophecies and g i f t s valued by men and p r o f i t a b l e f o r mankind w i l l 
become worthless at the advent of C h r i s t simply because they are 
u s e f u l oniy f o r t h i s l i f e , whereas faith,,hope and c h a r i t y r e t a i n 
t h e i r value i n e t e r n i t y . Though a l l things are found only i n p a r t 
i n man, nevertheless these three are i n themselves p e r f e c t and 
t h e r e f o r e w i l l undergo no change i n e t e r n i t y ; they have an 
i n t r i n s i c value which can not be taken away and w i l l give f r u i t 
even i n e t e r n i t y . . 
L.4, 5 consuramandae - i . e . on the advent of C h r i s t c f . L.7,8. 
v e r i t a t i s - i . e . the t r u t h of the C h r i s t i a n r e l i g i o n i n opposition 
t o the f a l s i t y o f'the heresies. 
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sacramentum - p e r r - J ^ i O V . I t had been thus used by 
T e r t u l l i a n ^ . For the word i t s e l f cf. P. de Ghellinck "Pour 
I ' h i s t o i r e ' d u mot "sacramentum" "(Louvain 1924): H. von Soden 
"^OCTT'^ ^  lOV und Sacramentum i n der e r s t en d r e i lahrhunderten 
der K i r c h e " i n Z e i t s c h r i f t f u r die N.T. Wissenschaft X I I , I 9 I I , 
p.188-227. 
Trans. - "the great mystery of the consummation of'the t r u t h i s thus 
embraced by a t r i p l e q u a l i t y of the human mind" i . e . man w i l l 
a t t a i n t o the complete t r u t h through the possession o f f a i t h , hope 
and c h a r i t y ; they are the keys unlocking the secrets of the t r u t h 
s t i l l t o be revealed, cf. Aug. Ep. GXL, 63; i n f u t u r o autem saeculo 
p e r f e c t a et -plena c h a r i t a s sine u l l a malorum t o l e r a n t i a , non f i d e 
c r e d i t quod non'vldet, nec spe desiderat quod non tenet; sed i n 
aeternum v e r i t a t i s speciem contemplatur. 
L . l l s q . verura f i d e i etc - c f . Tert De P a t i e n t i a 12. Irenaeus Adv. 
Haer. I I , 28, 3-^  and modern commentators. 
L. 20; traduces - a f a v o u r i t e word w i t h T e r t u l l i a n ' ^ but otherwise 
uncommon. 
p.99 L . l s q . e t s i n g j l a r u m etc - Transl. (1) "and the same blessed 
a p o s t l e / 
Notes. 
^' o£;r.5^^S?"^^®^;^i^-l^-^-'^-^' 1268 "nam d i l e c t i o summum f i d e i 
sacrajnentum, C h r i s t i a n i nominis thesaurus, qua-n Apostolus t o t i s 
v i r i b u s ^ S a n c t i S p i r i t u s coramendat, cuius n i s i Datientiae 
d i s c i p l m i s e r u d i t u r ? " 3. P.G. V I I , 806 
4. c f . Apol. 7, 12; 9, 17; 21,12, 
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apostle d i s t i n g u i s h e d between the meritsjof the i n d i v i d u a l q u a l i t i e s 
by means of h i s own small importance, so t h a t i t should be e a s i l y 
u nierstood t h a t when the r e s t are to be abolished vaith the advaice 
of heavenly growth, these three alone remain by v i r t u e of t h e i r 
v i i l u e and e f f e c t s " i . e . i t was an i n t r o s p e c t i v e exanination of what 
was worth preserving- i n himself which l e d Paul t o t h i s conclusion, 
or (2) "and the same blessed j o s t l e d i s t i n g u i s h e d between the 
merits o f the i n d i v i d u a l quaL i t i e s by means of t h e i r own small 
importance... " i ^ e . P a i l thus d i s t i n g u i s h e s between the " o f f i c i a " 
on t h e i r own m e r i t s ^ . 
I n % 2 the author expounds mere f u l l y those 3 v i r t u e s on a Nev/ 
Testament basis. F i r s t , he e x t o l s f a i t h , as exemplified i n 
Abraham and t i e Canaanite woman and portrayed i n St. John's Gospel; 
then he praises t h a t hope which s a c r i f i c e s present ease f o r f u t u r e 
gain; b u t love i s placed above all^^even above f a i t h and hope, 
because i t i s love which binds us s o l e l y and completely to God; 
through love our w i l l s become one w i t h God, we are bound i n an union 
i n d i s s o l u b l e by any w o r l d l y power. 
! 
p.99 L.7 et Cananae.. s a l v a t - the author seemsjto have confused tv/o J 
i n c i d e n t s i n St. Jfetthew's Gospel, the one (ch.9 v.20-22) vh ere the 
woman s i l e n t l y touches the hem of Jesus' garment and i s cured of an 
issue of blood, the other (ch.l5 v.22-28) where the Ganaanite woman 
a f t e r much je rsuasion secures hea l i n g f o r her daughter^ 
Notes. 
5. I t should be noted t h a t L.2 " v i " i s a conjecture suggested t o 
Feder by A.Engelbrecht.. Some such word i s I E cessary to complete 
the sense. 
6. I f " s i l e n t i o " could be attached t o " s a l v a t " , then the sentence 
would r e f e r t o Matt.15 v 2"2-28 without any confusion. 
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L.8 i n lohanne - i . e . i n the Gospel according t o St. John ( c h . i v 12). 
c f . De T r i n X, 42 per precem i n lohanne. This v/as a f a v o u r i t e 
Gospel vi t h H i l a r y . ' c f . De T r i n . I , 10. 
L.9 f i d e i meriturn - c f . H i l . De T r i n . V I , 33j4-7. The reward of f a i t h 
i s explained i n what f o l l o w s , c f . De T r i n V I , 48sq; I Peter 1, 9. 
I n ^3 the author adds h i s personal testimony t o t h a t of Paul, 
and asserts h i s steadfast adherence t o the true f a i t h . 
p.100 L.9 iniquorum, .respuens - i n c. Const. 2, v / r i t t e n i n 
Constantinople c.360, H i l a r y states t h a t f i v e years before, long-
f o r e s e e i n g the danger t o the f a i t h , he and the Gallican bishops 
had, a f t e r the e x i l e o f Paulinus, Eusebius, L u c i f e r and Dionysius, 
separated from the communion of Saturainus, Ursacius and Valens. 
This a c t i o n i s i m p l i e d i n t h i s s e c t i o n of the Preface. H i l a r y shows 
hi m s e l f f u l l y aware of what w i l l happen because he continues t o be 
t r u e t o h i s p r i n c i p l e s and t o h i s p o s i t i o n of bishop. His 
adherence t o the t r u e f a i t h w i l l e n t a i l s a c r i f i c e of worldly goods, 
separation from home and loved ones, loss o f i m p e r i a l favour and of 
inf l u e n c e i n the Church. 
L.13, 14 s i modo...corrumperem - e.g, accept a h e r e t i c a l creed 
instead of the Nicene, or p r e f e r the proposals of the Arians t o the 
decisions reached a t Nicaea. 
L.14,15 conscientiae...consolarer - i . e . accused of accenting some-
t h i n g / 
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t h i n g which he knew to be wrong^he could excuse himself by saying 
t h a t he had accepted i t i n a l l good f a i t h , not p e r c e i v i n g any harm 
i n i t . This might e a s i l y happen because i t was a f a v o u r i t e 
a r t i f i c e o f the Arians t o circumvent t h e i r o b j e c t i v e , concealing 
t h e i r r e a l aim under a quasi-orthodox guise; f o r example, t h e i r 
u l t i m a t e o b j e c t i v e i n a t t a c k i n g Athanasius was to overthrow the 
Nicene creed, but the reason given a t t h i s time f o r t h e i r attack on 
him was t h a t he was the r e a l d i s t u r b e r of the peace of the Church 
and t h a t u n i t y could be achieved only through h i s condemnation, 
cf.A IV, l j , B I I , 5. 
L.15 i u d i c i i corruptelam - t h i s w i l l r e f e r t o the judgment given 
against the orthodox bishops a t A r i e s 353ai^ '3. Milan 355* The aathor 
means t h a t he could e a s i l y escape being involved i n the question of 
the j u s t i c e o f t h e i r t r i a l by pleading t h a t i t was the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ! 
of those who had given judgment. 
L.16,17 hereseos..tenerer - i . e . a s c r i b i n g h i s adherence t o heresy, 
not t o h i s f a i t h , but t o s i m p l i c i t y , c f , t h e s i m p l i c i t y of the 
V/esterns g e n e r a l l y w i t h regard t o credal statements? 
Notes. 
7. see not4s on A I ; also Gwatkin/fetudies'D.56sq. Gibbon ("Decline 
and F a l l " I I , ch. XXI p.353 ed. Bury) w r i t e s : - "3?he provinces 
of Egypt and Asia, which c u l t i v a t e d the language and manners 
of the Greeks, had deeply imbibed the venom of the A r i a n 
controversy'. The f a m i l i a r study of the Platonic system, a 
v a i n and argumentative d i s p o s i t i o n , a copious and f l e x i b l e 
idiom, supplied the c l e r g y a M people of~the East w i t h an 
i n e x h a u s t i b l e f l o w of words and d i s t i n c t i o n s . . . The i n h a b i t a n t s 
o f the West were of a l e s s i n q u i s i t i v e s p i r i t . , t h e i r minds were 
less f r e q u e n t l y exercised by the h a b i t s of dispute, and such 
was the happy ignorance of the Gallican Church t h a t H i l a r y 
h i m s e l f , above 30 years a f t e r the f i r s t general c o u n c i l , was 
s t i l l a stranger t o the Nicene Creed...". 
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L.17> 18 probitatem. .mentirer - because of the numerous l i e s and 
f a l s e accounts ciroiLated by the Arians , i t wDuld be d i f f i c u l t f o r 
a person, not present at the l a r t i c u l a r qynods and t r i a l s , t o get an 
accurate r e p o r t of vhat had taken place. '-The author could there-
f o r e have evaded h i s r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s by malcing excuse of t h i s 
u n c e r t a i n t y , 
p.101 L , l , 2 non p o t u i . . t o l e r a n t i a e - Trans. " I could not p r e f e r 
an obsequious conscience i n the silence of g u i l t t o a h u r t f u l 
s u f f e r i n g f o r the confession of God" i . e . h i s conscience would not 
a l l o w him t o remain outside the controversy, despite the s u f f e r i n g s 
i n v o l v e d , f o r he knew the bad e f f e c t s which t h i s p o l i c y of neu t r a l i t y -
would have on the t r u e p r o f e s s i o n of God. 
L.3 sq. P r o f e r r e i g i t u r etc - c f , c .Arrianos I - ^ . 
grave - i , e . because of the subject matter L.4 "multiplex"- i n t r i c a t e 
because of the many t w i s t s and turns of the controversy. "diabolica 
frauds pei*plexum" - confused by d i a b o l i c a l d eceit: f o r example, the 
conduct of Valens 'and h i s assod ates at Aries 353> viiere they 
promised t o condemn Arianism i f the orthodox would condemn 
Athanasius, and a f t e r the l a t t e r had done so, refused t o f u l f i l t h e i r 
p a r t of the agreement, "hereticorurn parte s u b t i l e " - f o r example, 
the v/ay i n which they were able to use f o r t h e i r own purposes phrases 
i n / 
Notes. 
8. , cf. also § 4 p. 101. 
9. B. Marx p.392sq. On i t s author, see A I I p.46 L . l l note on 
Gregory o f E l v i r a . 
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i n creeds which on the sarface seemed q u i t e orthodox. 
L.5 "dissimulatione.-.praeiudicatum - as i n every controversy, i t . 
was d i f f i c u l t to remain n e u t r a l and t o secure an i m p a r t i a l v e r d i c t 
both because many disguised t h e i r t r u e f e e l i n g s and others were 
swayed t h r o u ^ f e a r of the i m p e r i a l power. L.5)6 "locomim.. 
peregrinum" - the main sphere o f the A r i a n controversy was i n the 
10 11 
East; the West on the whole was but l i t t l e a f f e c t e d . Marx 
i s of the o p i n i o n t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n made here between the places 
i n which the events took place and the place v\here the author i s 
l i v i n g s i g n i f i e s only the synods h e l d r e c e n t l y at A r i e s , Milan and 
B i t e r r a e ( o r Beziers) as opposed to the q u i e t of P o i t i e r s . But 
i t vs'uld be strange f o r any author t o use the v;ord "peregTinus" 
of places w i t h i n h i s own country. I t seems more n a t u r a l t o suppose 
t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n i s t h a t between East and West. Moreover 
Marx's view of "synods h e l d RECENTLY" does not s u i t the next phrase 
"tempore antiquum". H i l a r y i s t h i n k i n g o f the synods hela from 
Nicaea onwards. 
L.6,7 tempore antiquum - cf.A V I I , 14 p.91 L.23,24 "non est novum 
quod nunc s u b t i l i t e r et sub occasions nomMs Athanasi adtestantur". 
is' 
L.7 s i l e n t i o novum - t h i s ' p r o b a b l y a reference to the Arians at t h i s 
t i m e / 
Notes. 
10. This i s an i n d i c a t i o n t h a t the author o f the Preface i s a 
Western and s t i l l l i v i n g i n the West. 
11. p.398sq. 
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time concealing t h e i r true colours aid not yet daring to come out 
i n open opposition to the Nicene Greed. 
p.lCa.L .7 pridem. . .praeteritan - from 34-5 u n t i l . 351 (except f o r a 
few minor synods), -there had been a period of uneasy peace. The 
struggle so f a r had ended i n an unsatisfactory compromise. The 
Nicenes, f o r t h e i r part, had had t h e i r chief cause of complaint 
i 
12 
removed by the restoration of the Nicene confessors , while the 
strength of the Arian'party had been temporarily removed through 
Constantius' preoccupation with the Persian war and his struggle 
against Magnentius, a state of a f f a i r s ended by the vi c t o r y of 
Mount Seleucus i n the summer of 353' 
L.8 proxime. .renovatum - a f t e r Gonstantius' vi c t o r y over Magnentius 
1^353> the Arian party could again r e l y on imperial support and were 
thus able to renev; t h e i r attacks on Athanasius»cf. the synods at 
Aries 3535 Milan 355, Beziers 356. 
proxime - cf• quae PROXD-dE gesta sunt p. 102 L .8 . 
Impia.. c a l l i d i t a t e - cf, the action of Valens and his followers at 
Aries (see note on p. 101 L.4). 
L.9sq. quo etiam etc - cf. Athanasius' description of the discussions,| 
events and confusion at the Emperor's palace during the synods of 
Aries and Milan^^. 
Notes. 
12. e.g. Athanasius to Alexandria i n 34-6. 
13. Hist. Ar. 31. 
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L . l l adversus apostolicos viros - i.e . orthodox bishops. 
L.13 huius adsertionis - i . e . the sentence delivered against the 
orthodox bishops.cf. p.101 L.24; p.102 L . l l s q . 
L.13-15 enimvero. .. non ferunt - on the r e v i v a l of Arianisra a few 
years a f t e r Nicaea, the centre of Arian attack was Athanasius. 
14 
Councils were held to secure his condeuination and the Easterns at 
Sardica condemned several bishops because of t h e i r refusal to break 
o f f r e l a t i o n s with him-'-^ . But not u n t i l Aries 353 did any bishop 
! 
suff e r exile f o r refusing to condemn him. The "iaradiu" goes back 
therefore to that date. The bishops v/ho suffered exile on th i s 
account were Paulinus of Treves, Eusebius of V e r c e l l i , Dionysius 
of Milan and Lucifer of Cagliari"^^. 
This sentence shows that the author of the Preface i s not i n 
e x i l e ; the phrase "versari i n sermone hominura" i s also an indica-
t i o n that he had not been present personally at Aries and Milan. 
L.16-18 et hie error.. a r b i t r e n t u r - the Arians had long put forv/ard 
the plea that i t was expedient that one man should be condemned 
rather than the whole Church kept i n turmoil: that with the removal 
of Athanasius peace aijd u n i t y would return to the Church and a l l 
f a c t i o n s / 
Notes. 
14. e.g. at Tyre 335. 
15. A IV, 1. 
16. Two legates of Liberius were also i n exile because of t h i s , 
cf. A V I I , § 6.-
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factions, jealousies and s t r i f e cease: that the issue concerning 
Athanasius was not so important that bishops should suffer exile 
f o r i t ^ ^ . 
That many had been deceived by t h i s propaganda i s evident from 
the author's comment L.16 "hie error prope omnium mentes occupavit". 
Nevertheless a remnant held f a s t and preferred exile because they 
knew that by so doing they showed t h e i r l o y a l t y and adherence to 
the Nicene creed. The reason f o r t h e i r exile was not simply t h e i r 
refusal to subscribe against Athanasius; i t was not merely a 
. personal matter. Behind Athanasius lay the Nicene creed, and the 
attack on Athanasius was but the prelude to an attack on the Nicene 
creed. I n t h i s sentence, Hilary too, shows his awareness of t h i s 
f a c t . 
§ 5 L.19sq.. I n spite of iiaperial pressure, the sentence had not 
been taken calmly^^. 
L.20 quia enira a dec regnum est - cf. Romans X I I I , 1. 
L.20-22 non tamen.. quae dei sunt - t h i s i s a protest against 
imperial intervention i n ecclesiastical a f f a i r s l 9 ) and against 
ConstantiusV 
Notes. 
17. cf. t h e i r policy at Aries and Milan,A V I I , I 5.Or. Syn. Sard, 
ad Const. Imp.II Text. Narr. §3 p.l86-7 Peder. 
18. cf^Ath. Apol. ad Imp. Const.- 27 f o r an account of the suffering, 
persecution and violence used to induce the bishops not to 
com.iunicate with Athanasius. Also Ath. Hist. Ar'.33,34,76. 
Sulp. Sev. H.S. I I , 39 gives an account of the turmoil at the 
synod of Milan , 
19. cf. also Ath. Hist. Ar.33,34. 
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Gonstantius' declaration at the synod of Milan "Whatever I w i l l , be 
20 
that esteemed a canon" . Here i s another aspect of the proolem 
21 
posed by having a Ghristian Emperor . When Gonstantine became a 
Christian, both East and West at f i r s t welcomed the Emperor's 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n eccl e s i a s t i c a l affairs.cf»at Nicaea 325* The 
East continued to assert that ever^^hing should De kept under the 
22 
Emperor, with the Church assisting him, but the West soon took 
the view that Church and State should be kept separate. H i l a r y ^ 
takes the Gospel as his authority f o r t h i s view. This assertion 
of a dualism i s i n t e r e s t i n g i n contrast t o Roman or Byzantine 
t o t a l i t a r i a n i s m . 
L.22,23 taceo.. indicium - at Aries and Milan, the Emperor had 
obtained the judgment he desired from the majority of the bishops 
purely by the use of force enid threats of violence. 
sublata causae cognitione - at both councils the Arians had refused 
to discuss matters of f a i t h and doctrine but had simply and solely 
24 
i n s i s t e d on the condemnation of Athanasius, without any reason given. 
L.23, 24 non queror. .. sententiam - cf. Liberius' protest that i t was 
25" 
not possible to condemn a man unheard and untried . I n ansv/er 
t o / ^ • 
Notes. 
20. Ath. Hist. Ar.33. 
21. cf,A V p . 8 l L. 2,3« 22. cf«B I ; Or. S;jai.Sard. ad Conast. Imti. 1^6; Ossius i n Ath. F i s t . Ar.44. 
23. B Ig, 5. 
24. A V I I I 5 . Or. Syn.Sard.II N.T.S3 Sulp. Sev. I I , 39. 
25. Theod. I I , 13yirara. Marc. XV, 7. 
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to Constantius' statement " I am now the accuser of Athanasius; on 
my account you must believe what these assert", Paulinus, Lucifer, 
Eusebius and Dionysius had asked "But how can you be an accuser, 
when the accused person i s not present? f o r i f you are his accuser, 
yet he i s not present and therefore can not be t r i e d . . The t r i a l 
ought to be conducted on equal terras both to the accuser and the 
accused..." 
L.24,25 ubi fides est, i b i et l i b e r t a s est - t h i s i s an in t e r e s t i n g 
use of the t e x t i n I I Cor. 3,17^^ bringing near the implication that 
the Church has s p i r i t u a l l i b e r t y . I n De Trin I I , 32, Hilary quotes 
the t e x t as Paul wrote i t . 
L.27sq. quamquam enira etc - the Arians would naturally put forward 
t h e i r account of these events^'' and because they had imperial support, 
i t ViTould be considered o f f i c i a l and generally accepted by those who 
had no other d i r e c t source of information. 
L.28 ex his quibusque i n t e r r i s - Duchesne and Wilraart^^ read "ex 
aliquibus quae B i t e r r i s " . This reading seems tenable i n view of the 
agreement between v;hat follows and c. Const. 2. 
p.102/ 
Notes. 
26. "and where the S p i r i t of the Lord i s , there i s l i b e r t y " . 
27. c f , t h e i r e a r l i e r conduct towards Athanasius at Tyre, t h e i r action at Sardica and l a t e r at Arirainum, Seleucia and CoiE tantinople. 
28. Rev. Ben. XXV, I908 p.228. 
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p. 102 L.2 hoc volumine - l i k e most prologues, t h i s one seems to have 
been wTitten l a s t and at the time of i t s composition there see.as to 
have been one complete volume. I t i s obvious that the author at 
t n i s time contemplates only one book - . 
L.2sq. raptim enlm tunc etc - according to Goustant^O^ these words 
could r e f e r either to the s i t u a t i o n at Biterrae or at Constantinople 
360. The context, and p a r t i c u l a r l y 56, seems to indicate the time 
follovnng the synods of Aries, Milan and Beziers. (Biterrae). From 
c.Const. 2 i t i s known that Hilary had gone to Beziers preparea to 
state his case but had not been given the opportunity31. Moreover 
by the time of the council of Constantinople, the Arians had dis-
carded the Athanasius question and revealed t h e i r real aims 
^2 
d i r e c t l y and without feat. . For these reasons, Constantinople 
seems to be excluded. 
L.3 corruptio evangeliorum -• e.g. perverted use of b i b l i c a l texts 
to s u i t ttie purposes of the Arians. 
depravatlo f i d e i - e.g. the attempt t-o substitute a heretical creed 
f o r the creed of Nicaea. • 
Notes. 
29. and not the three of which Jerome speaks.-
30. P.L. X col. 630 (e) 31. cf. L.4sq. 
32. Marx (p,.392sq.) has also shown that t h i s frag^nent v/as already 
known to Phoebadius of Agen when w r i t i n g c.357- e-g* c.Arr. 1 
" I g i t u r ante haeresim zabolica fraude caecatam proferre i n 
consclentiam publlcara possim" and B I , 4 "Proferre i g i t u r i n 
conscientiara publicam opus temto. .dlab.olica fraude perplexum'i 
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L.3, 4- simulata..confessio - t h i s probably refers to the creea of 
Sirmiura 351, which, though not formally Arian, was yet d e f i n i t e l y 
anti-Nicene^3. I n his encyclical to the bishops of Egypt, w r i t t e n 
i n 356, Athanasius warns them against accer)tance of a creed which 
the Arians were t r y i n g to force upon them on pain of exile and which 
they intended as a substitute f o r the Nicene creed. I t i s thougit 
that the creed referred to i n t h i s passage i s also that of Sirmium 
The Arians would n a t u r a l l y be attempting to encourage acceptance of 
the creed of Sirmium 351 as i t represented t h e i r most recent e f f o r t 
to produce a aabstitute f o r the creed of Nicaea. 
A s i m i l a r passage i s found i n Or. Syn. Sard, ad Const. Imp.I^3^^ 
"non cessant ore impio et sacrilege animo evangeliorum sinceritatem 
corrumpere et rectam apostolorum regulara depravare...simplices et 
innocentes sub praetextu norainis Christiani raptos.. reos faciant", 
L.4 i n eo sermone - i n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y the one Hilary prepared f o r 
delivery at the synod of Beziers. The happenings there seem to have 
taken him somewhat by surprise. \Wien summoned to attend, he naturally 
expected time and opportunity to defend himself, but his opponents 
had d i f f e r e n t ideas and used t h e i r utmost endeavour to prevent this-^*^ 
Notes. 
33. c f . H i l . De S^Ti. 39-63. Ath. De S^ m. 27,32. 
34. cf.Robertson. Intro d . to ad Episc. Aeg. p.222 Post-Nicene 
Library v o l . 4. 
35. This s i m i l a r i t y might be taken, as an indication of the date of 
the Preface. 36. Feder p.183. 37. cf.L.5-7, and c C c ^ s t . 2. 
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His reference to t h i s "sermo" indicates that, i n spite of t h i s 
opposition, he had been able to make some sort of defence, cf. De Syn. 
2 "since the good profession at the. council of Beziers vh.ere I 
denounced the ringleaders of t h i s heresy". 
L.5-7 quanto nos.. contrairent - cf. c. Const^ 2 describing his 
treatment at Beziers i n being refused a hearing "sed h i timentes" , 
publicae conscientiae audire ingesta a me noMeinjint". 
% 6. A f t e r Constantius' v i c t o r y over Magnentius i n August 353) the 
Arians once more began t h e i r intrigues against Athanasius-^^. 
Gibbon-^9 writes: "As soon as the Emperor was relieved from the 
terr o r s of the c i v i l war, he devoted the leisure of his winter 
quarters a t Aries, Milan, Simium, and Constantinople to the a-nuse-
ment or t o i l s of controversy: the sword of the magistrate, and even 
of the t y r a n t , was unsheathed, to enforce the reasons of the 
theologian; and as he opposed the orthodox f a i t h of Nice, i t i s 
rea d i l y corjfessed that his incapacity and ignorance were equal to his 
presumption., p.371. The f i r s t winter a f t e r his v i c t o r y , which he 
spent at Aries, was employed against an enemy more odious to him than 
the vanquished tyrant of Gaul". 
When c o n f l i c t i n g reports concerning Athanasius were sent to Liberius 
of Rome, he i n turn wrote a l e t t e r to Constantius requesting a council/ 
Notes. . 
38. Ath. Apol. ad Const. 6,20. 39- L. c. I I , ch.XXI p.360. 
- 267 -
council at Aquileia'^^. This request was granted but the meeting-
place, of the council was Aries where Constantius had his winter-
quarters . 
L.8, ('I ex eo tempore - the synod of Aries was held i n the winter 
of 353. 
L.IO Paulinus..episcopus - Paulinus of Treves (or Trier) played a 
prominent part i n the struggle against Arianism i n Gaul. He i s 
thought to have been made bishop c.34-9 and i s iden t i f i e d ' w i t h the 
Paulinus who delivered to Athanasius the l e t t e r sent by Valens and 
Ursacius to Julius of Rome, i n vfoich they ^renounce Arianisra"^-^. 
At the synod of Sirmium 351) though w i l l i n g to condemn Photinus and 
Marcellus, he refused to condemn Athanasius^, and persisting i n t h i s 
a t t i t u d e at Aries 353) he was sentenced to exile i n Phrygia, the 
only bishop at the council to suffer t h i s f a t e . I n t h i s Preface he 
i s referred to as " f r a t e r et comminister meus" whereas i n c.Const.11, 
w r i t t e n i n 360, he i s called "beatae passionis v i r " ; he must there-
fore have died' sometime between 356 and 36O. He i s believed to 
have w r i t t e n some treatises against the Arians, which have now been 
lost"^^. 
L.IO/ 
Notes. 
40. cf.B V I I , 6. 
41. B I I , 6. Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 58 Hist. Ar. 26. 
42. Sulp. Sev. I I , 37. 
43. Hist. L i t t . de l a France I , p t . I I , p.124, 112 cf. Ath. Encycl. 
Epist. ad Episc. Aeg.I 8. 
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L.10,11 Paulinus.. non miscuit - Paulinus seems to have been the 
only bishop at Aries who remained steadfast to Nicaea. I f there had 
been any others, they would almost ce r t a i n l y have been mentioned here 
L.12,13 indignus.. indicatus - his deposition i s an ecclesiastical 
a f f a i r , h i s exile an imperial one. Constantine may be said to have 
begun t h i s practice when he banished the Donatists a f t e r Caecilian 
I 44 had been declared innocent at Milan, November 316 5 and i t seems 
to have become the normal procedure f o r deposed bishops to be exiled 
by the State e.g. Athanasius was exiled to Treves by Constantine 
a f t 4 r sentence had been passed against him by the bishops at Tyre. 
L.13-16 atque hoc.coepit i n i u r i a - by tracing the plan and purpose, 
rather than following the actual order, of events, the author hopes 
to prove that what was at stake v/as not merely favour towards a man 
but p r i m a r i l y a confession of f a i t h i . e . no matter how i t ma^ -^ have 
seemed on the surfacfe, i t was not so much Athanasius as the Nicene 
Creed, which the Arians were attacking and f o r which Paulinus was 
prepared to suffer exile»cf, note p.101 L.I6-I8. 
L.15 eum - Coustant'^^ suggests that t h i s "eum" indicates Athanasius, 
but i t seems more i n accord with the context to refer i t to Paulinus. 
Notes. 
44. Aug. "Contra l i t t . P e t i l i a n i " i n P.L. X L I I I , 326, and Ep. 
LXXXVIII§ 3 i n P.L. XXXIII, 303. 
45. P.L. X col.631 ( b ) . 
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L.l6 h i s - i . e . the Arian proposals. 
L.17sq. Atque hoc etiara etc - cf. Hilary De Syn. 6 where he requests 
the same care and patience, and the perusal of the whole book and 
argument. 
L.l8sq. omnia enim sunt etc - the author prescribes four guiding 
l i n e s f o r the reader. Attention must be paid to (1) the time at 
which the events took place (2) the judgments (3) the persons 
concerned and (4) the meaning of the words (e.g. i n the creeds). 
L.22, 23 agitur autem ... haereat - i.e. what i s r e a l l y involved i s 
the t r u e knowledge of God and the hope of ete r n i t y . 
L.23sq.et cum tam gravis etc - i . e . the a f f a i r i s too important f o r 
anyone to allow himself to be swayed by externals or influenced by 
his brother bishops or imperial pressure. The author himself shows 
his own independence of s p i r i t i n daring to publish his book, f u l l y 
aware of the opposition i t would arouse and the threats to his own 
well-being, cf.^ 3. 
CONCLUSION. This Preface i s evidently an introduction to a h i s t o r i c a l 
-polemic work w r i t t e n i n defence of Athanasius and the Nicene Creed, 
and i t gives the purpose and a short description of the contents of 
the book. I t i s w r i t t e n by a Western bishop'^^ who had been present a t / 
Notes. 
46. p.101 L.5,6 "locorum..peregrinum", p.102 L.9,10 " f r a t e r et 
comminister Paulinus". 
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47 at Beziers where his attempts to secure an audience had been 
baulked by his opponents^^. . Already he had broken o f f relations 
with the heretics^^, and, though he i s not yet i n e x i l e ^ ^ , he knows 
that t h i s fate awaits him with the publication of his book^ "'". 
This coincides completely with the s i t u a t i o n of Hilary of Poitiers 
i n 356. He had been present at Beziers and refused audience; he 
had broken o f f relations with Saturninus and other Arians; and now, 
a f t e r the council of Beaiers, he av/aited e x i l e . Moreover the 
Preface shows s t y l i s t i c kinship with other works of Hilary: f o r 
example, the v i v a c i t y of style produced by unconnected heaps of 
short sentences, the point put sharply int o prominence through 
apparently intended omission, and other d i a r ^ c t e r i s t i c expressions 
and phrases 
According to Schiktanz^^, Hilary wrote t h i s Preface while s t i l l 
i n e x i l e at Constantinople. He thinks that p.101 L.9sq. "hocque, 
quo etiam"etc i s a description of the scene i n the palace at 
Constantinople and the request f o r an audience^'^ i s that made by 
Hila r y at Constantinople. But he adfiits himself that t h i s i n t e r -
pretation has i t s ' d i f f i c u l t i e s . One must go further and say that 
the contents of the Preface s u f f i c i e n t l y confute t h i s opinion. 
I t i s evident from l§ 3 and 4 that the author i s not yet i n e x i l e , 
Though/ 
Notes. 
47. p.101 L.28 note on B i t e r r i s . 
48. p.102 L.5sq. 
49. p.100 L.9. „ 
50. p,.101 L.556 "locorum. .peregrinum" L.13-15 enimvero..exulare'i 
51. ^ 3 . 
52. cf.notes i n Commentary. 
53* p.60sq. 
54. p.102 L.5sq. 
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though that threat hangs over him. Some bl shops • indeed have 
already suffered e x i l e , but he i s s t i l l l i v i n g i n his ovm country. 
I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t , too, that i n a l l his works w r i t t e n i n exile, 
H i l a r y .always refers to that f a c t ^ ^ whereas i n the Preface no .mention 
i s made of i t . Then the events at Aries are referred to as having 
taken place recently and i t i s obvious that they s t i l l kindle 
indignation i n the minds of the orthodox. But, when the council of 
Constantinople met, the events of Aries had becoiae overshadov^red and 
v;ell-nigh forgotten because of what had happened i n the i n t e r v e n i % 
years. Nor does the s p i r i t of the introductory paragraph of the 
Preface correspond w e l l with the wrathful mood which actuated the 
c. Const.; the refusal of audience must refer to the previous one 
at Beziers described i n c . Const. 2. Then, too, the description 
of the turmoil i n the palace i s similar, to that given by Athanasius, 
i n his Hist. Ar. 3I, describing the confusion at the synods of Aries 
and Milan. I t also corresDonds v/ith the picture dravm i n the 
narrative t e x t (§3) to the Or. Syn. Sard, ad Const. Imp. 
The evidence, therefore, seems i n favour of the composition of 
the Preface soon a f t e r the council of Beziers i n 356, when Hilary 
v/as s t i l l i n Gaul; i n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y the basis of the book, f o r 
v/hich i t formed the introduction, was the speech hurriedly delivered 
at that synod and now "polished up" f o r purposes of puulication. 
At any rate, t h i s i s one of the reasons he gives f o r the composition 
of/ 
Notes. 
55. cf. De Trin. X, 4, De Syn. 2, c. Const. 2. 
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of the book^^. The other reason given i s the necessity of 
counteracting the Arian propaganda and making clear to a l l the 
secret motives behind the dispute. How f a r he succeeded i n his 
task, i t i s now impossible to judge because of the loss of several 
documents and the confusion existing among those which remain. 
I t i s obvious that the Preface was not intended to cover a l l the 
documents i n the c o l l e c t i o n as now preserved; probably a l l that 
re.aains of the o r i g i n a l volume i s A r/, B I , B I I , and the Oratio 
. • '5'7 Synodi Sardicensis ad Constantium Imperatorem et Textus Narrativus . 
On the p r a c t i c a l side, i t would at least help to clear the issues i n 
tihe controversy; i t may also have served to strengthen the Gallic 
Mshops and keep thera f a i t h f u l to the Nicene Creed.cf, H i l . De Syn. 
1 sq. 
Notes. 
56. % 5o 
57. Feder p.l8lsq. 
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Series B I I , 1 Synodal Letter of the Western bishops at Saidica 342 
SUMMARY. (1) The Western bishops at Sardica accuse the Arians of 
having caused a l l the trouble i n the Church with t h e i r heretical 
doctrine, and state that t h i s synod had been assembled by the 
Emperors expressly to put an end to a l l t h i s dissension. With 
imperial encouragement, bishops had come from the East to discuss 
the troublesome questioiB concerning Athanasius of Alexandria and 
Marcellus of Ancyra, of v;hich i n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y the recipients of 
the l e t t e r have already heard. (2) Some time ago, a f t e r Eusebius, 
Maris, Theodorus, Diognitus, Ursacius and Valens had w r i t t e n to 
Julius of Rome against Athanasius and Marcellus, other bishops wrote 
t e s t i f y i n g the innocence of the bishop of Alexandria. Whereupon 
the former bishops, when summoned by Jul i u s , refused to come, thus 
showing the weakness of t h e i r case. This was revealed even more 
at the synod of Sardica. For when they saw Athanasius, Marcellus, 
Asclepas and others present, they refused to enter the synod despite 
frequent i n v i t a t i o n s from a l l the bishops and especially the old 
confessor Ossius. (3) Not only did they f l e e on account of the 
presence of Athanasius anl the others but also because men had come 
from diverse places accusing them of many crimes and even of 
attempted murder of U. shops. (4) Although t h e i r f l i g h t had 
revealed t h e i r wickedness, (5) the synod decided to make inquiry 
i n t o t h e i r actions and accusations, so that there should be no 
occasion/ 
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occasion f o r f u r t h e r mischief, and they were found t o be calu.jmia-
tors and authors of a plot against the orthodox bishops. Arsenius, 
whom, they said, Athanasius had murdered, was s t i l l a l i v e , and from 
t h i s i t could be inf e r r e d that t h e i r other reports were also fabrica-
t i o n s . Moreover, those who came from Alexandria t e s t i f i e d that vh at 
the Easterns had reported about a cup said to have been broken by 
Macarius, a presbyter of Athanasius, was untrue. This was also 
confirmed by the Egyptian bishops who wrote to Ju l i u s . The other 
di arges brought against Athanasius v;ere also dealt with by the synod 
and found to be without foundation. (6) Then i t considered the 
case of Bilarcellus. His book was read and the deceit of Eusebius 
and his supporters discovered. For what Marcellus had advanced as 
a hypothesis, they f a l s e l y represented as his professed opinion; 
but when read i n i t s context, his f a i t h was found to be correct. 
He had not asserted either that the Word of God had his beginning 
from the v i r g i n Mary or that his Kiig dom had an end; on the con-
t r a r y , he had w r i t t e n that his Kingdom v/as both without beginning 
and without end. 
Asclepas of Gaza also produced acts drawn up at Antioch i n the 
presence of his accusers and Eusebius of Caesarea, and proved that 
he was innocent by the declaration of the bishops who judged his 
cause. 
(7) The Easterns, "therefore, had good reason f o r not entering the 
synod, and t h e i r f l i g h t confirmed t h e i r calumnies. 
The Westerns then give a l i s t of the leading members of the 
Eusebian party and assert that these men would not allow t h e i r 
followers/ 
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followers to approach the council or even the Church, but on t h e i r 
way to Sardica had held several synods and agreed not to appear at 
the t r i a l or the assembling of,the council, but simply t o come and 
make t h e i r appearance known i n the c i t y and then immediately take 
to f l i g h t . This plan had been ascertained from (Mac-) Arius of 
Palestina and Stefanus of Arabia, v\ho, a f t e r coming with them, had 
separated from t h e i r perfidy. These two bishops also spoke of the 
violence used by the Eusebians and asserted that many who had come 
v^ith them adhered to orthodoxy but were prevented from j o i n i n g with 
the Westerns. 
(8) So the synod pronounced Athanasius, Marcellus, Asclepas and 
t h e i r clergy innocent and wrote to t h e i r dioceses informing them of 
t h i s decision; i t also excommunicated the intruders, Gregory i n 
Alexandria, Basil i n Ancyra and Quincianus i n Gaza, and deposed the 
other leadiig Eusebians. F i n a l l y the Westerns di arge the recipients 
of the l e t t e r and t h e i r people to have no corainunion with such men 
and to give t h e i r assent, i n w r i t i n g , to these decisions. 
COMMENTA^ . This l e t t e r has also been preserved i n Greek i n Ath. 
Apol. c.Ar. 44-49 and Theod. H.E. I I , 6, and i n Latin i n the Verona 
Codex"'". The Greek t e x t , from v/nich the Verona Codex copy i s 
translated, d i f f e r s from that of Ath. and Theod. but substantially 
resembles that of the l a t t e r . The Verona text d i f f e r s from Hilary' 
i n / 
Notes. 
1. of. V/. Telfer The Codex Verona LX (58) i n Harvard Theol. Review 
XXXVI p.169-246. 
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2 
i n giving a larger introduction and there are s l i g h t changes i n 
TO rds and construction. There are variations also "between Hilary's 
t e x t and 1h e Greek of Ath. and of Theod. but none seriously a f f e c t -
ing the aibstance-^. 
I n addition to the Faber-Coustant edi t i o n , t h i s l e t t e r has also been 
edited by Ls.bbe-Cossart I I , 679-684, Harduin I , 6 6 I - 6 6 7 , Coleti I I , 
711-716, Mansi I I I , 69-74 . 
p.103 L . 3 s q . I n both B I I 1 and Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 4-4-49 the names 
of the provinces from which the bi shops have assembled are omitted 
but they are found i n Theod. and the Verona Codex. B I I , 1 gives 
the shortest superscription of a l l . Unlike' A IV, l , t h i s l e t t e r 
i s not addressed to any p a r t i c u l a r recipient. 
According to the Westerns, the aim of the. Emperors i n summoning' 
t h i s synod was to abolish a l l dissensions by removing false doctrine 
4 
and establishing true f a i t h i n Christ and f i n a l l y to s e t t l e the 
questions raised concerning Athanasius and Marcellus. 
Notes. 
2. cf, Theod. 
3 . e.g. p.104 L . 5 , 6 cf. L . 1 8 , 1 9 . p.105 L .4 and 22 H i l . and Ath. omit 
"et Asclepa Gazae" which Theod has. p . l 0 6 L . l "propter eas" 
resembles Theod. more than Ath. Theod.has the names "Menophantus 
et Stephanus" which Ath. omits, p.110 L .7 H i l . and Ath. have the 
p l u r a l "episcopos", Theod. the singular, p . I l l L .26 Asclepas i s 
mentioned i n the Greek but not i n the Latin, p.114 L.27r/a(«gjoToO 
i s omitted i n L a t i n . p.115 1"9 mysterium L .25 POCTT'*^  f>; w 
p.ll§ L . 25 "Beloved brethren" i n Greek, omitted'in Latin, p.119 
note by the colle c t o r i n Latin L .8 " l i c e t timuens non adfuerit de 
Oriente" based on p.123 L .6 and 21 and Thedd. p.121 L.l, 2 Latin 
has"Ario..ex Palestiha (ac) Stefano de Arabia", and the Greek 
p. 122 The sees of the bishops are given'in the l a t i r l text (L .556) but not i n the Greek (L.24,2^^ ° 
cf.A IV, 1 § 1 , 
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p. 104 L . 3 ) 4- imperatorura - i . e . Gonstans and Constantius. 
L .9sq.venerunt enira ab Oriente etc. - cf. A IV, 1. 
p.105 Athanasio.. Marcello - the Verona; Codex and Theod. 
add Asclepas of.Gaza.cf, also p . l 0 6 L . 5 J p . I l l L.7i P'133> L . 2 . 
L . 5 calumnias - cf, A IV, 1. 
p . l 0 6 , L . l propter eas ecclesias - Coustant prefers the Ath. readin^, 
K,ot.v '^C ^ o L v j T o v j , Theod. has CL^TOLS. The Verona Codex reads 
"propterea", v^ich the B a l l e r i n i i n t h e i r edition di ange to "propter 
.5 eas' 
§ 2 cf, previous notes on A IV, 1 f o r t h i s . 
p . l 0 6 L . 2 Eusebio - t h i s i s the EIB ebius viho eventually became 
bishop of Constantinople. F i r s t of a l l , he had occupied the see of 
Berytus i n Syria. Then he had himself transferred by unlavtful means 
to Nicoraedia^. , Deposed soon a f t e r Micaea, he was l a t e r restored 
along with the other exiles, and, according to Socrates^iramediately 
started p l o t t i n g against Athanasius and the Nicenes. ' On the de-
posit i o n of Paul i n the autumn of 338, he was elected bishop of 
Constantinople/ 
Notes. 
5 . s. Leonis Opera I I I , 598sq. 
6. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 6.Depositio A r i i 1. 
7. I , 23 . 
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Constantinople and, as such, enjoyed great favour with Constantius. 
According to Socrates^, he died shortly a f t e r the synod held i n 
Rome unde r J u l i u s . 
Mari - Maris of Ghalcedon i n Bithynia i s said to have been a 
disciple of Lucian of Antioch*^ and was a supporter of Arius before 
the council of Nicaea-^^. At that council he was one of f i v e who 
v/ere unv/illing to su bscribe the creed but he at length gave his 
approval"^"''. At Tyre 335 he v/as appointed one of the comnission of 
IP 11 i n q u i r y to Mareotis and he was also present at Constantinople . 
14 
He i s mentioiE d i n J u l i u s ' l e t t e r , was at Antioch 341, and v;as one 
of the party who elected Macedonius to the see of Constantinople-^^. 
His name does not appear i n the l i s t of bishops of the Eastern s^mod 
of Sardica"^^, but from the l e t t e r of the Easterns''"'^ i t appears that 
he was present. According t o Socrates"'"^ and Sozfrnnr?'^, he v;as 
present at Ariminum 359 and Constantinople 3^0. 
Theodoro - see note A IV, 3 ( 1 0 ) . 
Notes. 
8 . I I , 11,12. 
9. Philost. I I , 14. 
10. Ath. De Syn. 17 . 
11 . Socr. I , 8 . Soz. I , 21. 
12. Ath. Apol. c. Ar . 1 3 , 7 2 . Theod. I , 28. A IV, 1. 
1 3 . Socr. I , 35 . 
14. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20. 
15 . winter 341 /2 . Socr. I I , 12. 
16 . A IV, 3 . 
17 . A IV, 1 p.60 L.lsq. 
1 8 . I I , 41. 
19 . IV, 24. 
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L.2, 3 Diognito - Diognitus (or Theognitus) of Nicaea i n Bithynia, 
i n conjunction with Eusebius of Nicomedia, Maris of Chalcedon, 
Theonas of Marmarica and Secundus of Ptolemais, persisted i n support 
of Arius at the council of Nicaea, and was threatened v/ith e x i l e , 
but l a t e r gave way and subscribed. He took part i n several synods 
against Athanasius and was also a member of the commission to 
Mareotis. He died before the synod of Sardica. 
L.3 Ursatio et Valente - see notes A I p.45 L .15- l u l i o - cf. A IV, 
1. 
L . 5 Athanasium et Marcellura - cf. A IV,- 1. Theod.and Verona Codex 
add Asclepas. cf. p. 105 L . 3 ,4 . 
p.107 L.lsq.nam e t s i etc. - j u s t as now at Sardica the opponents of 
Athanasius were a f r a i d to enter the council because of the v/eakness 
of t h e i r case, so previously they had refused to co.ne to Rome for 
the same reason. 
p . l 0 8 L.3 Ossium - see note A I I , p.46 L.14. 
L.3 -6 qui et propter...habeatur - the construction of t h i s sentence 
i s confused. The best sense can be obtained either by omitting 
"qui" L .4 or "Changing t h i s "qui" into "t^ua" and ins e r t i n g a verb 
l i k e "meretur" before "ut" L .5« 
L . 7 / 
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L . 7 j 8 de consacerdotibus nostris - probably "absentibus" has to be , 
added.cf.Ath. Theod. and Verona Codex. 
' 20 p.109 L . 9 , 1 0 ferrumfenim..viri - e.g. Lucius of Adrianople 
i • . 
p.110 L .4 " a l t e r " probably also refers to Lucius. 
p. 110 L .7 episcopos - Ath. and the Verona Codex have the p l u r a l , 
but Theod. has the singular. That several bishops had t i i i s exper-
ience can be gathered from Theod. I I , 12 "messengers were sent in-
quest of Theodulus and Olyrapius, bishops of Thrace, as well as of 
me ( i . e . Athanasius) aid of the presbyters of ray diocese; and had 
they found us, we should no doubt have been put to death. But at 
the very time they v^ere planning our destruction we effected our 
escape^^" 
L .9 Theodulus - he was bishop of Trajanopolis i n Thrace. I t would 
appear from t h i s l e t t e r and the corresponding passages in,Athanasius, 
tha t Theodulus had died while the synod of Sardica was i n session. 
p . I l l L . 5 iudicum - i . e . c i v i l judges, not bishops.cf. also p . l 8 l 
L.14 Or. Syn. Sard, ad Const. Imp. 
1 
L .6 Theognito - see note p . l o 6 L .2 Diognitus. This l e t t e r i s no 
long'er preserved. 
Notes. . 
20. Ath. Apol. de fuga 3 . 
21. see also Ath. Hist. Ar. 19.AT)O1. c.Ar .45. Apol.de fuga 3 . 
Socr. I I , 26. 
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L . 7 Athanasium et Marcellum - as before^^, Ath. Theod.ani the 
Verona Codex add Asclepas, cf, p . l 3 3 L.2. They have also the p l u r a l 
instead of the singular "imperator" L . 8. cf,p.l04 L . 5 ' 
L . l l - p. 112 L . l Arrioraanitainim - t h i s form i s also found i n A I , 
p.44 L.2 and A I I , p.47 L . 3 -
L .8 eos etiam quos vehementissime - Feder departs from the text of 
A here and r e l y i n g on the Greek adopts Coustant.'s reading^^ 
•p.113 L . 5 } 6 . The Greek tex t of Ath. and Theod. and the Latin of 
Verona Codex would require the addition of "ipsoru.n" af t e r "adversus 
ecclesias" (L . 5 ) and "conscientiae" a f t e r "timore" ( L . 6 ) . 
.L.7 et per eandera..nudarent - cf. p . l 0 9 L.7sq. etc. 
% 5 The Nicenes thv;art any future Eusebian t r i c k e r y by making 
inq u i r y of t h e i r own accord i n t o the a f f a i r s i n question and f i n d 
the accusations vdthout foundation i n f a c t . By so doing, they 
counteract the Eusebian assertion that they were unwilling to have 
such an inquiry. They consider a l l the accusations made formerly 
against Athanasius, f o r example, at Tyre^"^. 
Notes. 
22. p.105 L . 3 ,4, T).106 L . 5 notes. 
23. P.L. X col . 635 ( b ) . 
24. see previous notes i n A IV, 1. For similar testimony to 
Athanasius' innocence cf. Julius' l e t t e r i n Ath. Apol. c A r . 
20sq. 
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p.114 L . 5 j 6 Arsenium - one of the e a r l i e s t accusations brought 
against Athanasius by the Meletians was that he had murdered bishop 
Arsenius of Hypsele(who adhered to the Meletian party) and had cut 
o f f his r i g h t hand f o r magical purposes. The originator of t h i s 
deception was John Archaph, the leading Meletian bishop, and 
Arsenius was bribed to hide himself i n order to make the story seem 
true. Ifhen t h i s accusation was brought to the Emperor, he com-
missioned his nephew, the censor Dalmatius of Antioch, to i n v e s t i -
gate the a f f a i r and Athanasius had to defend himself. He did so by 
making i n q u i r i e s p a r t l y by l e t t e r .and p a r t l y by a deacon. The 
l a t t e r discovered that' Arsenius vms hidden i n the Egyptian monastery 
of Ptemencyrcis, but before he reached tnere, Arsenius had escaped 
i n a ship vdth Helias, a monk. .This Helias and a presbyter Pinnes 
were, hov\^ever, arrested and brought before the governor at Alexandria 
where both eventually confessed that Arsenius had not. been murdered 
but was s t i l l a live 
The next episode i n the a f f a i r took place at the council of Tyre 
335' Again the Arsenius charge was raised, but, by t h i s time, so 
f a r as the Eusebians knew, Arsenius had completely disappeared. 
They themselves did not know what had happened to him, least of a l l 
did they suspect that Athanasius had managed to get hold of him. 
Vifhat had actually taken place was that, without the knov/led^e of the 
Eusebians, the bL shop of Hypsele had come secretly to the synod at 
Tyre where he had been recognised, and been arrested by the consul 
Archelaus/ 
Notes. 
25. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.65-67. Socr. I , 27. Soz.II, 28, 
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Archelaus. . Arsenius n a t u r a l l y t r i e d to deny his i d e n t i t y but was 
shown up by bishop Paul of Tyre, who had at one time knovm him, and 
26 
Athanasius was informed of t h i s f u r ther development by Archelaus ° . 
27 
Arsenius also wrote to Athanasius renouncing the Meletian party '. 
When, therefore, i n answer'to Meletian charges, Athanasius produced 
Arsenius i n the council, confusion reigned and on t h i s point at 
least his enemies were silenced. 
.p.114 L . 6 , 7 unde e x . . f a l s i t a t i s - the Westerns judge the authen-
t i c i t y of the other accusations i n the l i g h t of t h i s Arsenius a f f a i r . 
L .8 Machario - while on a v i s i t to Mareotis during an early part of 
his episcopate, Athanasius discovered that a layman, named Ischyras, 
was exercising p r i e s t l y functions. His presbyter, Macarius, was sent 
to summon Ischyras, but, on a r r i v a l , found that he was i l l and so 
could only request his father to r e s t r a i n him from the offence. 
Ischyras, however, sought the protection of the Meletians and 
accused Macarius of having, on Athanasius' orders, burst into his 
chapel, overthrown his a l t a r , broken his chalice and burnt the 
28 • ?q sacred books . According to Athanasius t h i s accusation had 
f i r s t been raised when he was with the Emperor i n Psaramathia^^, but . 
nothing had come of i t , perhaps because of the production of a 
l e t t e r from Ischyras i n which he admitted the deception and asked to 
be/ . 
Notes. 
26. Socr. I , 29. 
27 . Ath. Apol.c.Ar .69. 
28. Ath. Apol. c.,Ar .63. Socr. I , 27. Soz. VI, 23. B I I , 5 ^ 3 -
29. Apol. c. Ar. 60 . 
30. C . 3 3 I , 
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be "received i n t o the Church again^-^. At the same time, Macarius, 
with another p r i e s t Alypius, disprovea the accusation brought 
against Athanasius b;^' three Meletian clergy, I s i o n , Eudaemon, anu 
Gallinlcus, v;ith reference to the linen vestments-^^. 
Again accused of the breaking of the chalice, Macarius was brought 
i n chains to Tyre 335- I t would seem that , despite his apologeLic 
l e t t e r , Ischyras had s t i l l not been admitted into communion with 
Athanasius, and p a r t l y because of t h i s and p a r t l y because of the 
promise of a see from the Eusebians, he had changed siaes once 
more^3. When the commission was chosen by tne synod to 
investigate a f f a i r s i n Mareotis, i t clearly revealed i t s bias by 
taking Ischyras with i t and leaving Macarius i n chains at Tyre-^ . 
• At Constantinople 335 the Eusebians ma.de no mention of Macarius -
and the •chalice3? and at. the synod of Rome 341 the charges against 
him were found to be fa l s e ^ ^ . The Easterns at Sardica brought 
up the di arge of brealcin^ the chalice but Macarius was not mentioned 
and indeed tne accusation was directed against Athanasius^'^. 
F o l l o w i n g / 
Notes. 
31- Apol. c. 
32 . Apol. c. 
33. Apol. c. 
3 4 . Apol. c. 
35 . Apol. c. 
36. Apol. c. 
37 . A IV, 1 ^ 
had charged at one time Athanasius and at another Macarius 
with the breaking of the chalice, cf. Apol. c. Ar .6ci . I t , 
may not be out of place to remarK that, vmile on the whole 
our, sympathy l i e s with Athanasius i n his c o n f l i c t with the 
Arians, there were occasions when his conduct was rather 
high-handed and did nothing to promote understanding between 
the Nicenes and the Arians. cf. his attitude towards 
Constantius prior, to his return to Alexandria i n 346. 
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Following the example of the Roman council, the Westerns at 
Sardica refute the accusations- about Macarius. 
p.115 1 .1 episcopi scribentes...ad lulium - cf. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 
3 - I 9 f o r t h e i r l e t t e r . 
L.3 acta - i.e . the sentence against Athanasius delivered at Tyre 
335 on receipt of information from the commission of inquiry- sent 
to Mareotis. 
L . 3 , 4 quae habe.nt — confecta - cf. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 82 ana also 
the l e t t e r of Ju l i u s i n Apol. c .• Ar. 20sq. 
L.4sq. simul tamen i n i p s i s actis etc - AthanasiusB^ writes i n 
the same vein. The f a l s i t y of the catechumens' evidence was 
revealed (1) by t h e i r contradictory testimony.-with regard to 
Ischyras and (2) by the f a c t that the Eucharist coula not have 
been celebrated v/hile catechumens were present. 
Notes. 
38 . Apol. c. Ar. 72, 8 3 . 
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L . 5 )6 and L.IO the o r i g i n a l Latin t e x t has not been preserved and 
has now to'be aa pplied from the Greek. 
L .8 c e l l a - MS. A reads "ecclesia" but Feder, rel y i n g on the Greek 
K €.\Xi ^  , prefers "ceZLa"^ cf.also Ath. Apol. c. Ar . 3 7 . 
L .9 mysterium . - i . e . the Eucha,rist. 
p.166 L.1-3 nam et ipse. .dicebat - i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar 83 t h i s 
'dharge i s directed against Macarius. 
L ' 3 -5 Sid hoc. .appareret - i e . t h e i r witness was false because, i f 
Ischyras was sick, he could not have been standing o f f e r i n g the 
sacrament, as the catechumens had t r i e d to make out. 
L .5 -7 denique f a l s i t a t i s . .quidem f u i t - Ischyras had been made 
"bishop" of his own v i l l a g e i n Mareotis (wiich had previously belong-
ed to the see of Alexandria) and because there had been no church 
there hitherto^*^, permission had been obtained from the Emperor to 
b u i l d one^. 
L .7sq . venientes enim etc - t h i s i s related also i n l e t t e r s from 
the clergy of Alexandria and Mareotis^"'-. The meaning i s that as 
M e l i t i u s / 
Notes. 
39. cf. TD.140 L . I 3 . 
40. cf.Ath. Apol. c. Ar . 8 5 , 
41. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.73-75, 
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Melitius had neither iurch nor ministry i n Mareotis, he could not 
have appointed Ischyras.as presbyter; and moreover, as Ischyras 
had never been appointed to any post by the bishop of Alexandria, 
he had no claim to be a presbyter, f a r less a bishop. 
L .8 M e l i t i o - Melitius was bishop of Lycopolis i n the Thebais. 
His see stood next i n rank to that of Alexandria and he had been 
ordained to i t not long before the beginning of the Arian contro-
versy. He used Peter of Alexandrids f l i g h t from persecution as an 
opportunity to extend his own sphere of influence^^ and l a t e r was 
deposed -for t h i s by a eynod of Egyptian bishops raider Peter. 
Meletius' answer was to separate himself and his followers. 
The council of Nicaea recognised him as having authority w i t h i n 
his own c i t y but gave him no powers of ordination and required those 
whom he had appointed to be confirmed by a more legitimate ordina-
t i o n . Melitius accepted these decisions and r e t i r e d to Lycopolis. 
Later, however, he emerged again to j o i n i n the opposition against 
the ordination of Athanasius to the see of Alexandria. Contrary, 
alsD , to the Nicene regulation, before his death he nominated his 
f r i ^ John as his successor'^3 and t h i s was recognised by the council 
of Tyre^"^. I n © urse of time, the Meletians were said to have 
merged themselves with the Arians i n Egypt"^^. 
Alexandre - see note on him i n A V I I p.91 L.25. 
N o t e s . . . 
42. Soz. I , 24. 
4 3 . Soz. I I , 21. 
4 4 . Soz. I I , 25. 
4 5 . Soz. I I , 21. 
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p. 15:7 L.5 sq. l i b e r quem cqnscripsit etc - th i s book of Marcellus 
i s no longer extant except i n the quotations of Eusebius of 
Caesarea. I t may have been true that the synod at Cois tantinople 
335 had taken conjectures of Marcellus as de f i n i t e assertions and 
thus gone too f a r ; but the Western Sardican synod was equally at 
f a u l t i n not going f a r enough. I t was quite o D r r e c t , so f a r as i t 
went, to say that Marcellus did not impute a beginning to God the 
Word from the vi r g i n Mary, but, as previously noted"^^, Marcellus 
did not equate the Word v^ith the Son, am the question as to 
47 
whether he denied the eternal Sonship was thus l e f t unanswered . 
p.ll8 L . 3 j 4 Asclepius - apud Aiithiociam - see note A IV, 1 p.55? 
L.20. 
L.5 Eusebio ex. Gaesarea - Eusebius of Caesarea was forerunner of 
what eame to be known as the Semiarian .or- Homoiousian party i.e. 
though detesting the extreme Arian position, he had s t i l l grave 
suspicions about the Nicene creed. I t has been strongly asserted 
by such scholars as Hort^^, Burn'^9, and, f o r a long time.Harnack 
that his Caesarean creed formed the basis f o r the Nicene Creed, but 
t h i s theory has now been largely discredited through the work of 
Schwartz/ 
Notes. 
4 6 . cf, notes on Marcellus i n A IV, 1. 
4 7 . cf. Euseb. Caes. De Eccles. Theol. I , I 8 . P.G.24 col . 862-3. 
4 8 . cf. his "Two Dissertations" p. 5^  sq. 
4 9 . cf."Introduction-to the Creeds" p. 76sq. and "The council of 
Nlcaea" p. 15 sq. 
50. cf. Hauck's Realencyklopaedie, 3rd. ed. XI, Ibsq. 
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Schv/artz^-'-, Seeberg^^, and Lietzmann^3 . j t i s now f a i r l y generally 
agreed th a t at the council of Antioch, held shortly before Nicaea^^ 
and most probably i n preparation f o r that council, three oishops, 
Eusebius of Caesarea, Narcissus of Neronias and Theodotus of 
Laodicea, had refused to sign the synodal l e t t e r and creed and as a 
re s u l t been provisionally excommunicated. Thus, when the council 
of Nicaea met, .Eusebius had been compelled to put forward a creed 
which was designed, not to serve as the basis f o r the creed of the 
council, but to,clear himself from any suspicion of heresy. Further-
more, the reason f o r . h i s h e s i t a t i o n i n signing the Nicene creed was 
not because his own creed had been rejected or changed, but because 
he thought the council had. exceeded the directions of the Enperor 
i n the creed which was eventually produced. Instead of only giving 
a clearer d e f i n i t i o n of the t r a d i t i o n a l teaching, cf .-.w^ ich his creed 
was a good example, and vh i c h the Emperor had recommended, the 
council had, as i t were, by the inclusion of the word 'homoousios' 
forced upon the Church an altogether nev; and unexpected l i n e of 
t e a c h i n g ^ H e took part i n the various synods which were held 
a f t e r Nicaea? was present at the deposition of Sustathius at Antioch, 
and also at Caesarea, Tyre, Jerusalem and Constantinople, vh ere he 
was commissioned to refute Marcellus of Ancyra. He died c.339. 
Notes. 
51. Zur Geschichte des Athanasius VI, i n Nachricht. Gott,1905> 
p.271sq. and 1908,VII, p.305sq. 
52. - "Die Synode von Antiochien" (B e r l i n I913), 
|?3. Z.N.T.W. XXIV, 1925, p.203. cf. also i n t h i s respect Kelly 
"Early Christian Creeds" p.205sq.(London 1950). 
54. i n the early weeks of 325. cfoH.G. Opitz Z .N.T.W.XXXIII,1934 
p.151. 
55. cf.his l e t t e r i n P.G. 20 col . l535sq. 
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p.119 L '3J'^ diacones. .episcopatum - cf, the case of Ischyras. 
L.6 Eusebios duos - i . e . Eusebius of Caesarea and Eusebius of 
Nicomedia. Ath., Theod., and Codex Verona mention only one Eusebius, 
but Feder's reading might f i n d support i n the Or. Syn. Sard, ad 
Const. I I 5 p.184 L.5>6 which names a l l the bishops mentioned here 
except George. 
L.6 Theodorus. - see note A IV, 3 (10). L.7 Narcissus A IV, 3 (56). 
Stephanus A IV, 3 (1) . 
L.8 Georgius ex Laudocia - though not actually i n the f i r s t rank, 
George took an active part i n the theological disputes of the fourth 
century. He began as a strong supporter of Arius, then oecame a 
Serniarian, and f i n a l l y an Anomoean. A native of Alexandria, he had 
been ordained presbyter by Alexander of Alexandria^^ but when he 
went from Alexandria to Antioch and t r i e d to act as mediator between 
the orthodox and the Arians, he was deposed by Alexander both f o r 
false doctrine and f o r i r r e g u l a r i t i e s of l i f e ^ " ^ . Because of t h i s , 
he had to withdrav; to Arethusa where he acted as presbyter; on the 
expulsion of Eustathius, however, he returned to Antioch and gained 
the support of the Arians. According to Athanasius^° he had him-
s e l f / 
Notes. 
56. Eus. Vita.. C. I l l , 62. Philost. V I I I , 17-
57. Ath. De Syn. I7 , Apol. c. Ar. 8,Apol. de fuga 26. Theod.II, 9. 
58. Apol. de fuga 26. 
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s e l f appointed bishop of Laodicea on the death of the Arian 
Theodotus, arfjas such attended the various synods held against 
AtHanasius. 
L.8 l i c e t tiraens. .Oriente - t h i s phrase i s not found i n Ath. Tneod. 
or the Verona Codex and seems to be a comment inserted by the 
collector, cf. p.123 L.6. 
L.9 Acacius - A IV, 3 (9)- Menofantus - A IV, 3 (4-) • L-10 
Ursacius and Valens - A I p.4-5 L.15. 
p.120 L.3sq. venientes eten-dm Serdicam etc - i t has sometimes 
been deduced from t h i s statement that the Easterns had held t h e i r 
main synod, from vitLich t h e i r l e t t e r ^ 9 would be issued, before they 
actually arrived i n Sardica, but t h i s conjecture seems disproved • 
from t h e i r l e t t e r . ^ ^ . I t seems probable from t h i s account, however, 
that the Easterns had already composed t h e i r l e t t e r while -on the way 
to Sardica and had i t ready f o r publication immediately they entered 
the c i t y . 
p.121 L . l Ario s c i l i c e t ex Palestina - Ath., Theod. and Verona 
Codex read "Macarius", but, i n the l i s t of subscriptions, Athanasius 
has "Arius" and i n his Hist. Ar. I8 says "As to Arius and Asterius, 
the/ 
Notes. 
59• A IV, 1. 
60. cf.note on A IV, 1 p.48 L.9 "apud Serdiciam". 
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61 the one bishop of Petrae i n Palestine, the other bishop i n Arabia" . 
p.121 L.2Stefano de Arabia - Ath., Theod. and the Codex Verona 
read "Asterius from Arabia". Ath. Hist. Ar.l8 also has Asterius. 
I n the l i s t of subscriptions given i n B I I , 4, there i s no Stefanus 
mentioned, but a f t e r "Arius a Palestina" comes "Asterius ab Arabia^r 
So i t would seem that "Asterius" i s preferable to "Stefanus" here. 
According to Athanasius^3, both these bishops were banished to 
Upper Libya by the Eusebians but returned to t h e i r sees under Julian. 
L.5sq.« adserentes etia^n hoc etc - i t i s very probable that there 
were Tiishops among the Easterns who did not share the views of the 
leaders, were not i n sympathy with the refusal to participate i n 
the synod with the Westerns and were prepared to'hear both sides 
64 
before givin£ t h e i r verdict 
L.lOsq Quia ergo etc - sim i l a r charges were made by the Easterns 
i n t h e i r l e t t e r e.g. A IV, l i ^ S , 9 etc. 
p.122 L.3 translationes - i n canon XV of the council of Nicaea a l l 
translations had been forbidden, but the practice continued because 
"ambition, being the enemy of the Church, i s not subject to i t s law^"| 
The/ 
Notes. 
61. Petrae ife here placed wror^ly i n Palestine. I n Tom. ad Ant. 8 
Athanasius assigns to Asterius the see of Petra, Arabia. 
62. p.137 L.5,6. 
63. Hist. Ar. 18. 
^4. cf. J u l i u s ' l e t t e r Ath. Apol. c. Ar.33. 
65. T i l l . VI, 673-
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The Westerns here.make i t ' a ground of accusation only when the 
t r a n s l a t i o n i s from a smaller to a larger church. 
p. 123 1.1 Gregorium - A IV, 1 p.48 1.12. L . l , 2 Basiliiim - A IV, 
3 (23). 1. 2 Quincianiim'- A IV, 3(11). 
L.6sq. e t s i timens etc. - t h i s statement i s also found i n the Greek 
text^^and i s the basis f o r the collector's remark " l i c e t timens non 
adf u e r i t de Oriente . The reason f o r t h i s fear i s not now known, 
but i t i s possible that George shrank from meeting clergy whom he 
had known i n his early days at Alexandria and who knew a l l about 
his deposition by Alexander. He might also have been frightened f o r 
trouble w i t h i n his own see. 
p. 123 1.7 - p.124 L . l quia a beatae..delectus est - i t i s not known 
exactly when t h i s took place but from Athanasius' statement i n his 
•De Synodis' 17, i t may well have been before the covmcil of Nicaea. 
CONCLUSION. I n his prologue B I , the author asserted that he was 
going to begin his work with an account of the events which took 
place recently at Aries, but the document, v;hich nov/ follows i t i n 
the MSS. shows no apparent connection with the preceding. I t i s 
the l e t t e r of the Westerns at Sardica, the counterpart of the 
Eastern/ 
Notes. 
66. except the words "ut dictiim est" which probably come from 
Hi l a r y . 
67. p.119 L.8. 
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Eastern Sardican one A IV, 1. Whereas the l a t t e r declares 
Athanasius and his associates g u i l t y , the former asserts that the 
accusations brought against those bishops are f a l s e , pronounces 
them innocent and condemns the. Easterns f o r t h e i r f l i g h t , cf. now 
B I I , 5 Conclusion and B I I Conclusion. 
There has been much controversy as to whether t h i s l e t t e r 
represents an o f f i c i a l l a t i n o r i g i n a l issued by the synod of 
Sardica i t s e l f , or a L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n from the Greek. Zahn, 
and Gelzer (Z.N.T.W., 1941, p . l -24) 
Schiktanz^aa^d- Federy^favour the l a t t e r view and some support f o r 
t h e i r opinion might be gained from the fa c t that certa;in i)iarases 
68 
i n the L a t i n t e x t seem to BELVOur of Greek rather than of Latin 
constructions. 
But, i f i t were a t r a n s l a t i o n , i t would be d i f f i c u l t to explain 
the considerable divergences which e x i s t between the te x t as found 
i n MS. A and a Greek one l i k e that of Athanasius^^, divergences 
which are smoothed out i n the L a t i n t e x t of the Verona Codex, which 
does represent a t r a n s l a t i o n from the Greek of Theodoret. The 
difference i n character between the Lat i n t e x t of B I I , 1 and that 
of the Verona Codex weighs against t h i s opinion. Moreover the 
B a l l e r i n i , i n t h e i r e d i t i o n of the works of Leo the Great I I I 
p.XXXI, have shown that the synod of Sardica drew up two sets of 
canons, one i n Greek f o r Greek-speaking bishops, another i n Latin 
f o r / 
Notes. 
68. f o r example B I I , 8 p.125 L.3 "hos omnes longe f a c i t e " : 
B I I , 3 p. 112 L.1,2 '-'necessitatem patiebantiir i s t a tolerare". 
69. f o r instance p.lOf L.8(ut) pietas sola, quae est i n Christo 
hominibus custodiretur cf. L.20,21. p.114 L.g,10 t e s t i f i c a t i 
sunt, qui praesentes fuerunt ex Alexandria de eodem loco, eo 
quod n i h i l t a l e esset factum.cf. L.26-28. 
- 295 -
f o r Latin-speaking ones. There seems no reason why they should not 
have adopted the same po l i c y with t h e i r l e t t e r , c f. Schv/artz i n 
Z.N.T.W. ^ 1931, p.5sq 
To enter i n t o the controversy concerning the date of Sardica 
would be out of place i n a Commentary such as t h i s where that questic 
70 ^ 
i s not of importance. Suffice to say that E. Schwartz has done 
distinguished work on t h i s problem and put forv/ard a convincing 
argument f o r the date 342, though t h i s has not yet found universal \ . 71 acceptance 
B I I , 2 Letter of Western Sardica to Julius of Rome, 342. 
SUIMARY. (1) The ?/esterns begin t h e i r l e t t e r i n a general way, 
accepting J u l i u s ' explanation of his absence from t h e i r coimcil 
and asserting t h a t , though absent i n body, he was yet present i n 
s p i r i t and favourable intention.. Episcopal appeals, to the see of 
the apostle Peter are to be encouraged. (2) As t h e i r own writings 
and the legates of Julius at Sardica w i l l f a i t h f u l l y expound a l l 
that has taken place, they have.thoughtjit almost superfluous to 
in t o 
enter^j^details i n t h i s l e t t e r . But they protest at the Easterns' 
blatant r e f u s a l to p a r t i c i p a t e i n the synods at Sardica and Rome. 
(3)/ 
Motes. 
70. Nach. Gott. 1911 p.469sq. 
71. I t i s , f o r instance, disputed by J. Z e i l l e r "Les origines 
• chretiennes dans- les provinces danubiennes (Paris 1918) 
P.228sq. 
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(3) The emperors had sanctioned discussion of three subjects (a) 
a l l points of dispute on the f a i t h and i n t e g r i t y of the t r u t h had 
to b e .settled (b) a decision had tote reached on the persons against 
whom charges had been brought (c) i n q u i r y had to be made in t o the 
persecutions and t r i b u l a t i o n s suffered by bishops because they had 
dared to oppose the Arian and Eusebian heresy. (4) Then they 
announce the decision reached on the impious and unsk i l l e d young 
men, Ursacius and Valena,. VYho had spread the deadly seeds of 
adulterous doctrine everywhere and caused destruction and confusion. 
Valens i s also accused of having caused the death of a bishop Viator. 
From a l l t h i s Julius w i l l c l e a r l y perceive that they have covered 
everything possible. (5) They ask him to make known i n w r i t i n g 
the decisions of the council i n S i c i l y , Sardinia and I t a l y . 
F i n a l l y , they make a request f o r Marcellus, Athanasius and Asclepas 
to be kept i n communion, append a l i s t of heretics so that there 
may be no doubt about them and again entreat him to warn a l l the 
clergy i n w r i t i n g not to receive l e t t e r s of communion from the 
heretics. • • 
COffivIENTARY. This l e t t e r has been transmitted both.:in the usual 
group of MSS of the Collection and i n MSS containing acts of 
72 
councils . I n addit i o n to the Faber-Coustant e d i t i o n , i t has 
been' edited by Baronius ad ann,347 n.XXIIIsq. Binius I , 443, Ed. 
regia I I I , 41-43, Labbe-Cossart I I , 660-662, Harduin I , 653sq., 
Coustant/ 
Notes. 
72. cf.Peder i n C.S.E.L. IXV Praef. I I , A, 3, p.42 and p.126 app 
c r i t . and Stud. I , 23sq., I I , 12sq. and I I I , 103sq. 
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Coustant Epp. Pontif. 395-398, Coleti I I , 690sq. , Mansi I I I , 40sq. 
I t has been preserved only i n t h i s work. 
p. 126 L.5 lulium - Julius became bishop of Rome i n 337 and had 
already distinguished himself by his famou's l e t t e r issued from a 
73 
synod'held i n Rome i n the spring of-341. I n i t , he'had 
answered a l l the Eusebian arguments and formed a defence of the 
orthodox p o s i t i o n , which the Westerns at Sardica used as the basis 
f o r t h e i r approach to the controversy. "He did not appear i n 
person at Sardica but wg,s represented by two presbyters and a 
74 
deacon . 
L.10,11 (quia experimentum..Christus) - t h i s B i b l i c a l quotation 
i s not found i n the e x i s t i n g MSS but i s added by Baronius i n his 
editioh'^^and i s also inserted by Coustant 
L.15sq. et honesta f u i t etc - what his p a r t i c u l a r excuse was can 
now only be guessed. Prom the context i t would seem that Julius 
was a f r a i d of an Eusebian attempt at i n t r u s i o n i n t o his see while 
he was absent at the synod. 
p.l27 L . l aut canes..oblatrarent - cf. the synod's l e t i s r to the 
Alexandrine Church''"'' and the Or. Syn. Sard.5'''^  
Notes. 
73. cf.Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq. 
74. p.126 L.14sq. p.127 L.7sq. cf. Silvester of Rome who had been 
represented by two presbyters at the council of Nicaea. 
75. perhaps from the very old codex K which he followed here. 
cf.Ped. Praef. I I , A, 3. 
76. He changes "quia"to "an", cf. the Vulgate. 
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L.4 ad caput...sedem - several bishops of Rome had already suggest-
ed that true u n i t y could be gained only through the Churches of 
Christendom recognising as t h e i r centre the bishop who, i t was 
claimed, sat i n the chair of Peter and whose see comprised the 
c a p i t a l of the c i v i l i s e d world'''^. To j u s t i f y themselves they 
quoted our Lord's words to Peter i n Matt. XVI, 18, but f o r practical 
purposes, the strength of t h e i r claim lay i n the unique p o s i t i o n of 
Rome as the c a p i t a l of the v/orld and the only apostolic see i n the 
West. Then, c.260, came an appeal to the Roman bishop, Dionysius, 
from the Alexandrians i n t h e i r quarrel with Dionysius of Alexandria, 
and i t s significance v/as not l o s t upon his sucoessors; f o r example, 
80 
i n his famous l e t t e r , Jul i u s , while stating t h a t , i n the case, of 
bishops of apostolic sees, the custom was that a l l questions r e l a t -
ing to them should, be referred to the episcopate as a whole, 
claimed t h a t , i n the case of the bishop of Alexandria, i t v/as 
customary that such auth o r i t y should be reserved to the Roman 
see. This claim was disputed by the Dedication council of Antioch, 
341, which confirmed the decision of Tyre against Athanasius, and 
i t may have been both in'answer to Antioch 341 and to give 
a u t h o r i t y to J u l i u s ' action i n his council of Rome, that the 
Yfestern bishops at Sardica now encouraged appeals- to the see of 
Rome/ 
Notes.' • / 
79. f o r instance, V i c t o r (189-198) asserted t h i s at the time of 
the Easter controversy, and v/as denounced f o r making t h i s 
claim by Irenaeus (Eus. H..E. V, XX I I I , XXIV): Callistus 
(217-222) seems to have made similar claims and been attacked 
on that account by T e r t u l l i a n i n his "De P u d i c i t i a " : Stephen 
(254-257) i n the controversy about the baptism of heretics. 
80. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq. 
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Rome -lias to the head". But they give no clear indication of t h e i r 
i n t e n t i o n i n t n i s matter and do not attempt to enter into details 
about the appeals themselves. Probably they have i n mind the type 
prescribed i n two of the Sar-dican canons°-^, nanely, that a bishop 
condemned by his colleagues should have the opportunity of re-, 
consideration under the d i r e c t i o n of the Roman see. I t i s note-
worthy, however, (1) that Rome has no authority to interfere of i t s 
own accord i n any case. Appeal has to be made to i t before i t can 
act. (-2) tha t , though the bishop of Rome i s given t h i s special 
prerogative, the way i n which he i s addressed both i n the previous 
Op 
l e t t e r and i n t h i s indicates that he i s s t i l l regarded as an 
equal. From v/hat i s said elsewhere i n the I s t t e r ^ ^ , the honour 
paid to Julius resembles to a certain extent that given to 
Silvester of Rome by the council of Aries 314., i . e . the bishops 
recognise the importance of Rome as a l i n k between the various 
churches of the West, as"a centre, not of communion, but of 
84 • 
communications" . 
8 5 86 Some have thought t h i s sentence an interpolation i n the 
87 
interests of the Roman bishop. Others, howevej;", ' have defended 
itS/ - a u t h e n t i c i t y . 
Notes. 
81. I l l &'VII. 
82. B. I I , 1 . 
83. e.g. p.130 L.4sq., L.14sq. . 
84. Kidd "The Roman Primacy to 4 6 l " p.44. 
85. e.g. Blondell "De Priraatu Ecclesiae(Geneva 1641) p.lo6: Bov/er 
"The History of the Popes" I (Dublin I749) p.l6l: Fuchs 
"Bibliothek der Kirchenv.II p.128 n.l35: Hef. Councils I I , 
p.163 n,7 - p.164), 
86. L.3 -- 5 hoc enim. .sacerdotes. . /.T^-in^ 
87. e.g. G e i l l i e r IV (Paris 1 7 3 3 6 ^ 6 : Mohl^r " ^ 
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I t 'Oimst be admitted that the'sentence does not 
seem to have very much connection with the preceding, but the 
explanation mayJie i n the desire of the writers f o r brevity*^ , 
whereby they have omitted part of t h e i r thought, knowing that the 
recipient would understand the reference. A f u l l e r exposition of 
t h e i r thought might be as follows:- they have asserted that J u l i u s , 
though absent, yet speaks through the council because his decision 
at the synod of Rome has been taken as the basis of t h e i r s . But, 
as already seen, the Dedication council of Antioch had questioned 
the v a l i d i t y of Ju l i u s ' decision. I n contrast to t h i s , the 
Westerns at Sardica, both i n t h e i r l e t t e r s and i n t h e i r canons, 
uphold t h i s decision,for bishops sha.ll r i g h t l y appeal to the head. 
The f a c t , too, that the'sentence agrees with the s p i r i t of 
canons I I I and V I I of the synod of V/estern Sardica seems an addit-
ional argument i n favour of i t s authenticity. 
p. 127 L.7 chartae - e.g. t h e i r l e t t e r to a l l the diurches i n B 11,1. 
L.8,9 Arcydami et Filoxeni..Leonis - according to Athanasius, 
Arcydamus and Filoxenus signed f o r Julius at Sardica. A 
Philoxenus was one of two presbyters sent by Julius to suimon the 
Eusebians to Rorae^^. 
L.12 c e r t i auctores - e.g. the leaders of the Easterns conde^nned 
at the synod of Western Sardica.cf.their l e t t e r B I I , 1 p.l23L.4sq. 
Note s. 
•88. cf,p.l27 L.IO p.130 L.2,3.' 
89. Apol. c. Ar.50. 
90. Ath. Apol. c. Ar.20. 
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L.l6 octoginta'episcopis - 8o was the usual number of bishops at 
Egyptian councils, cf, Tillemont^"^ and note on A V I I p.90 L.17' 
The encyclical of Western Sardica refers i n general terms to 
these Mshops^^. Athanasius^^ also mentions these 8o bishops when 
giving the l e t t e r of the council of Sardica to the Church of 
Alexandria. 
p.127 L.I7 - p.128 L . l sed et OD nventi. .venire noluerunt - cf, Ath. 
Apol. c. Ar.20sq. This refers to the synod of Rome which met i n 
the spring of 341*^^. 
p.128 L.4sq. Tria fuerunt etc - the f i r s t two purposes f o r c a l l i n g 
the synod coincide with those given i n t h e i r l e t t e r B I I , 1 ^ 1 , but 
the t h i r d extends the scope of the synod. Not only the cases of 
Athanasius aid. Marcellus, but also a l l other i n j u r i e s done to 
ecclesiastics are to be investigated. 
L.5 imperatores - cf. B I I 1 ^ 1 p.104 L.3,4. 
L.8 de iniquo i u d i c i o - u n f a i r because of t h e i r "ex parte" 
proceedings. 
Notes. 
91. V I I I , p..74. 92. B I I , 1 p.106 L.556. 
93. Apol. c. Ar.37. 94. see also A IV, 1 p.56 L.8note. 
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L.lOsq. quod graves etc. - simila r expressions are found i n Or. 
Syn. Sar.%1 p . l 8 l L . l l s q . 
p.129 L.2,3 Arrianam et Eusebianam heresim - cf. B IV, 2 p.l58 
L.24 heresis Arrianae v e l Aecianae. 
L.7sq. Quid aut.em etc - cf.Or. Syn. Sar. f 5 p.l84 L . 7 j Ath. Apol. 
c. Ar. 13,37,4l95. 
L.7>8 de impiis. .Valente - Athanasius^^ states that Arius had from 
the f i r s t instructed Valens and Ursacius as young men i.e. during 
his exi l e i n Pannonia a f t e r the council of Nicaea. 
L .9 adulterinae doctrinae l e t a l i a - c f . B I I , 1 p.119 L.4,5. Or. 
Syn. Sar.'5 2 p.182 L .5>6. 
L.IO,11 ecclesiam aliam invadere voluisset - t h i s must refer to 
the c i t y of Aquileia, the c a p i t a l of the province of Venetia and 
97 
one of the most important c i t i e s of Northern I t a l y . There i s no 
reference to t h i s i n any othericontemporary v/riting. 
L.12 Viator - nothing else i s knovm of t h i s person. Athanasius^^ 
rel a t e s / 
Notes. 
95. Euseb. V.C. IV, 43 "the Pannonians and Moesians the f a i r e s t 
of God's youthful fl o c k among them". 
96. Ep. ad Egypt. 7. 
97. cf, L.I3. 
98. Apol. c. Ar . 50 . 
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relates th8,t a Viator from I t a l y subscribed the acts of Western 
Sardica, but t h i s can not be tlie same person because the incident 
o D n c e m i ] ^ the .Viator of B I I , 2 seems to have occurred before the 
council of Sardica. 
p. 129 L.15 - p. 130 L . l ea quae. .significaviraus - t h i s l e t t e r was 
f o r lorg considered l o s t but i s now recognised as being- preserved 
QQ 100 m the so-called Liber I ad Const.-"-^  cf.Rev. Ben.1907 
p.130 L.4sq. Tua autem excellens etc - the bishop of Rome acted as 
a sort of centre of communication f o r the whole of the West, t u t 
S i c i l y , Sardinia end South and Central I t a l y were more immediately 
under his jurisdiction"^^"^. Several times previously the bishop of 
102 
Rome had been asked to act m th.is capacity 
L.12 plena r e l a t i o fratrum - cf.p.l27..Ii.8,9 
L.13-15 eorum autera.. curavimus - cf.B I I , 3 P'131« 
The Western bishops do not ask Julius to confirm t h e i r decrees i n 
writing"^^-^ because his legates w i l l already have subscribed f o r him 
aft the synod. They are concerned, however, that he should make the 
decisions of the synod as widely known as possible. 
Notes. 
99. i . e . Or.Syn. Sar. i n Feder p.l8lsq. 
100. The s i m i l a r i t i e s between t h i s l e t t e r and the Or. Syn. Sar.have 
been shown i n the © urse of the commentar3'-. 
101. cf.Bright Notes on Canons p.l7sq and note on p. 127 B I I , 2. 
102. cf.Kidd "History of the Roman Prima,cy to 46l" p.44 on the 
importance of Rome as "a centre, not of communion, but of 
communi c a t i ons". 
103. cf. B I I , i f 8. 
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aONGLUSIGN. Several reasons may be given f o r the Westerns' action 
i n sending t h i s special l e t t e r to J u l i u s . F i r s t of a l l , there was 
the peculiar p o s i t i o n of J u l i u s . He had not been present i n ' 
person at the synod but his presbyters had subscribed on his behalf. 
The encyclical of the Westerns"^^, therefore, did not apply to him ' 
because that had been issued to secure the assent i n w r i t i n g of 
bishops who were neither present i n person nor represented. 
Then, i n order to publicise t h e i r decrees, i t was imperative that 
they should gain the active co-operation of the to. shop who occupied 
the most important see i n the West. Furthermore, t h i s special 
honour would be paid Julius''"^^in recognition of his services at the 
synod of ROHE 341, which had provided a basis f o r t h e i r own action. 
I n t h e i r l e t t e r as a whole, the Western bishops do not advance 
beyond the position generally accorded the Roman Church i n the fourtJ 
hi 
cen;tury i . e . an important f o c a l point f o r the Church of the West. 
But t h e i r vaguejindefinite statement on episcopal appeals to Rom^ ^^  
ga,ve ample opportunity f o r l a t e r claims on behalf of the Roman see. 
Ursacius and Valens p:=obably receive special mention i n the 
l e t t e r because of t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r connection with the Western 
Church, the main sphere of t h e i r pernicious influence. 
Notes. 
104. B I I , 1 . 
105. c f . l l 
106. p.127 L .3-5 . 
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B I I , 3 Names of the Heretics. 
There follows the l i s t of heretics promised at the end of the l e t t e r 
to J u l i u s . The l i s t i s transmitted i n the same MSS as the precediigj 
l e t t e r though the order i n which the names appear d i f f e r s somevh at 
i n the various codices. Though Theodore of Heraclea i s mentioned 
i n the l i s t given i n B I I , 1 p. 123 L.5)6 his name does not appear 
107 
here. I n B I I , 1 p.119 L.7 the see of Narcissus i s given as 
Neronias. 
B I I , 4' L i s t of bishops who aabscribed the decrees of Western 
Sardica. 
For the various transmission t r a d i t i o n s cf.Feder Praef. I I , A 3; 
p.131 L.IO app'. c r i t . and Stud. I I , 12sq. Feder has also made 
use of conjectures of" various editors i n t h e i r c o n c i l i a r collec-
t i o n s , such as Cochlaeus K I I I - K I I I I , Grabbe I ?1551) 333-335j 
Binius I , 439, Ed,. ,regia I I I , 40sq. , Labbe-Cossart I I , 662-664, 
Harduin I , 65I and 655sq., Coleti I I , 687sq. and 69lsq., Mansi I I I , 
38sq. and 42, and also Le Quien, Oriens-,- christianus (Paris 174-0), 
B a l l e r i n i , S Leonis Magni Opera I I I (1757) XLII - XLIX. Turner 
also giyes a c r i t i c a l e d i t i o n of these names i n his Ecclesiae 
Occidentalis Monumenta l u r i s Antiquissima I , I I , I I I p.545sq-
Notes. 
107. and i n Theod. I , 7. Socr. I I , 26. 
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p.132 L . l Ossius ab Spania Cordobensi - see note on A I I , p.46 L.14. 
C. H. Turner-^^^ remarks that the form used by the fourth century f o r 
.Hosius and Sardica i s quite d i f f e r e n t from the 'one used at the 
present day.. From the Greek forms^otj ' * ^ v K v | and OCT'^S come the 
La t i n "Sardica" and "Hosius", but the fourth century form was 
Serdica and Ossius. I n Hilary's c o l l e c t i o n the follovdng forms 
are found: Serdica (the most common), Sardica, Sardicia, Serdicia; 
Ossius (the most common), Osius (found only once), 
Corduba (or Cordoba), one of the chief c i t i e s of Spain, v/as the seat 
of one of the four "conventus i u r i d i c i " . o f the province of Baetica 
and the usual residence of the praetor. Diocletian had divided 
the Spanish diocese i n t o six Provinces: Baetica, Lusitania, 
Gallaecia, Tarraconensis, Carthagiensis and Mauretania Tingitana. 
Of these, five'were represented at Sardica, v i z : Baetica by 
Corduba, Lusitania by (Augusta) Emerita"^^*^, Gallaecia by Asturica, 
Tarraconensis by. Caesarea Augusta"'""'"^ , Carthaginiensis by Castulo"'""^ '^ . 
A f t e r Ossius, who as president of the GD u n c i l subscribed f i r s t , 
the Spanish bishop^ aa bscribe i n d e f i n i t e order according to the 
age of t h e i r sees, as had taken place e a r l i e r at Elvira and Arles'^'^^ 
At E l v i r a Annianus' pr edecessor had signed i n six t h place, and 
Florentius' fPredecessor i n tenth place. Asturica was not represented! 
a t / 
Notes. 
108. ,I.T.S. t l 2 , 1911, p.275-7. 
109. Bishop Florentius represented Smerita as a deacon at Elvira 
• C.3OO and Aries 314-• 
110. also represented at E l v i r a and Aries. 
111. also represented at E l v i r a . 
112. Turner, E.G.M.I.A. p.546sq. suggests that the true order i s 
rr eserved i n Hilary. 
113'. cf. Gams, Die Kirchengesch. von Spanien V o l . l l Bk.VI,f 3 p I83 
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at E l v i r a or A r i e s , t u t seems t o have had a bishop as ear l y as 250-
Castus' predecessor had subscribed i n eleventh place at E l v i r a , and 
at Aries signed l i k e w i s e i n the penultimate p o i s i t i o n . There i s 
no mention of the see of Barcelona before Sardica. 
p.133 L.5 Marceilus - see note on him i n A TV, 1 p.49 L.22. 
L.7 Asclepius - see note A IV, 1 p.55 L.20. 
p.134 L . l Vin: entius - see. note A V I I •p.90 L.24. 
L.3 Protogenes - see note A IV, 1 p.51 L.I8. 
114 
L.6 Lucius a Tracia de Cainopoli - according t o Athanasius> 
Lucius was the successor of Eutropius a t Adrianople. gee also 
notes A IV, 1 p.55 L.21 p.56 L.20. 
p.135 L.6 Aethius - Aetius o f Thessalonica i s associated v/ith canjn 
16 o f Western Sardica.° 
p.136 L.3 Athanasius - see note A IV, 1 p.53 L.12. 
L.4 Gaudentius - see note A IV, 1 p.66 L. 1, 9 
Notes. 
114. Apol. de fuga 3. 
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p.137 L ' l FOP t-anatianus - see note B V I I , 8 p. l68 L.15-
h.5 A r i u s a Pal e s t i n a - see B I I , 1 p.121 L . l , 
L.6 A s t e r i u s ab Arabia - cf. B I I , 1 p.121 L.2,11. 
p. 138 L . l Galepodius a Campania de Nea-ooli - Feder"^"^^suggests t h a t 
Calepodius must have died soon a f t e r the dispatch of the synodal 
l e t t e r o f the Westerns, because, i n the address of the Easterns' 
l e t t e r already h i s successor Fortunatus i s named. But i t does not 
seem necessary t o suppose t h i s . J ust as the Easterns mention 
Gregory as the bishop of Alexandria, while the Westerns support 
the claims of Athanasius, so i t may be w i t h Calepodius, the Nicene 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e , and Fcrtunatus, h i s Eusebian r i v a l . 
p. 139 L.5 E u t i c i u s ab Acaia ( T i c i u s ab Asia) de Motonis - Feder"^^^ 
t h i n k s i t improbable t h a t tv/o bishops w i t h like-sounding names, 
coming from the same province, could f o l l o w immediately upon each 
other i n the s u b s c r i p t i o n l i s t , e s p e c i a l l y when no cle a r l o c a l 
d e s i g n a t i o n i s given. Moreover, Athanasius, i n h i s l i s t knows only 
one Eutychius. This o p i n i o n ' i s g e n e r a l l y accepted"'""''/ 
p.139 L.7 sexaginta et unus - there are r e a l l y only 60 names i n the 
l i s t / 
Notes. 
115. Stud. I I , 42. 
116. Stud. I I , 47. 
117. cf»Turner I . e . p.559. 
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l i s t . Feder a t t r i b u t e s the 6l t o a mistake occurring because of 
t l i e Roman numbering ILX. Turner t h i n k s sane scribe has added 
61 through a misunderstanding of p.139 L.5 (58) E u t i c i u s ab Acaia. 
This l i s t of p a r t i c i p a n t s can be augmented from other sources. 
Athanasius-^-^9 states t h a t Viic ent o f Gapua^^^ and Euphrates of 
A g r i p p i n a - ( i . e. Cologne) were sent by the synod to the Emperor i n 
t i e East. The Greek t e x t of the 7th Sardican and o f the 5th 
Carthaginian (34-8) canons says t h a t Gratus of Carthage was also at 
Sardica-'-2-'-. ' Gratus i s a l s o mentioned i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar.50. 
- Greek martyrologies mention f o r 25th Feb. a bishop Rheginus o f 
122 
Scopelos, a Cycladic i s l a n d , v/ho i s sai d t o have been at Sardica 
The-Cod. Veron. LX also gives some names not contained i n B I I , 4, 
v i z . (4) Johannes (26) R e s t i t u t u s . (3) Julianus (cf. also (29). 
Athanasius mentions only one J u l i a n u s ) . (4) Ammonius (Athanasius 
mention^ Amraonius twice) (5) Aprianus (9) Zosimus (11) Appianus 
(12) Eulogius (13) Eugenius ( I n (31) i s given Euc\enius de Heraclea. 
Athanasius mentions only one Eugenius). (15) Martyrius ( I n (40) i s 
M a r t i r i u s de N a i p a c t i s . Athanasius has only one M a r t y r i u s ) . (I6) 
Eucarpus ( I n (54) i s Eucarpus Opuntius Adiaiae. Ath. mentions only 
one) . (19) Maximinus (Ath. mentions among the bishops of Gaul one 
Maximianus/ 
Notes. 
118. I . e . -0.559. 
119. Hist.Ar. 20. 120. cf. p.134 L . l . 121. cf. Hef. I I , 135sq. 
122. Acta S.S. Feb. X X V ( I I I ) p.500. 
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Maxiraianus who i s doubtless i d e n t i c a l w i t h Maximinus of T r i e r s . 
Maximinus i s mentioned along w i t h J u l i u s o f Rome and. Ossius i n A IV, 
1 p.58 L.l,2 and B I I , 5 p.141 L.17,l8, as b e i r ^ the persons who 
had persuaded the Emperor to c a l l the synod of Sardica. He was 
also among those condemned by the Eastern synoa (A IV, 1). B^at 
, there i s no evidence t h a t M65iirainus had a c t u a l l y been present at 
the synod and Feder i s o f the opinion t h a t Verissimus of Lugdunum 
may have subscribed f o r him). (20) Arcidamus, Philoxenus, Leo. 
(28) Severus de Calcide Thessaliae (34) Hermogenes de Sicj'One 
(44) Amantius Viminacensis per presbyterum Maximum. (47) Aprianus 
de Petavione Pannoniae. (48) Antigonus Pellensis Macedoniae (50^ 
Olympius de Eno'Rodopes (He i s also mentioned i n the 17th Sardican 
canon, and i n Ath. H i s t . Ar.l9 and Apol. de fuga 3)' (51) Zosimus 
Orreomargensis (5^-) Eucarpus Opuntius Achaiae (55) V i t a l i s 
Bartanensis A f r i c a e (56) Elianus de Gortyna (57) Synphorus de 
•Hieraptynis Cretae (58) Musonius Heracleae . (59) Eucissus 
Chisaraensis (6o) Cydonius Cydonensis. 
Athanasius (Apol. c.Ar.50) gives a few more names:- Domitianus 
( I I ) , Petrus, Eiitychus, P h i l o l o g i u s , Spudasius, P a t r i c i u s , Adolius, 
S a p r i c i u s . On the other hand, Alexander ( I I I ) , A.nmonius,Appianus, 
Aprianus ( I I ) , Gydonius, E u c a r p u s ( I l ) , Sucissus, E u g e n i u s ( I I ) , 
EutheriuiS ( I I ) , Johannes, Julianus ( I I ) , Martyrius ( I I ) , Olympius, 
Severus(II) are missing i n the Athanasian l i s t . Some names, too, 
are given i n d i f f e r e n t form i n Ath. compared t o the other l i s t s , 
e.g. Lucius of Adrianople i s L u c i l l u s , Marcellus Marcellinus, ana 
Ursacius U r s i c i u s . . . 
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• The imperfections of the various l i s t s i n d i c a t e t h a t the exact 
number o f bishops present a t Sardica can not now be ascertained. 
According t o Sozoraen"^^-^ and Socrates''-^'^, the number o,f p a r t i c i p a n t s 
was approximately 300, but they have based t h i s f i g u r e on a wrong 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of a passage i n Athanasiusl^^ where he says t h a t 
more than 300 bishops had agreed t o the decisions of Sardica and-
126 
i n another ja ssage of the same work he gives the names of over 
280 bishops but says p l a i n l y "This i s the l e t t e r which the co u n c i l 
of Sar<iica sent t o those WHO \^RE UNABLE TO ATTEITO and they on the 
other hand gave t h e i r approval; and the f o l l o w i n g are the na-nes 
both o f those bishops who subscribed i n the cou n c i l and OF THE 
OTHERS ALSO". Later, a t the end of the same passage, he says t h a t 
w i t h n e a r l y 63 bishops who signed f o r him before the c o u n c i l , the 
t o t a l amount v^ as 344. So Sozomen and Socrates have gone v;rong i n 
t h i n k i n g t h i s number, represented a l l who were personally present 
a t Sardica. I n h i s H i s t . Ar. 15, Athanasius says t h a t about I70 
bishops had come from East and West t o Sardica, and by the Easterns 
the context shov/s t h a t he means the Eusebians""-^"^. I f we deduct 
the 80 Eusebians, we are l e f t w i t h C .90 orthodox bishops, v;hich 
agrees q u i t e w e l l . w i t h the number tha t can be i n f e r r e d from the 
v a r i o u s / 
Notes. 
123. H.E. I l l , 12. 
124. H.E. I I , 20. 
125. Apol, c. Ar. 1 . 
126.. s 50. 
127. ' Fuchs " E i b l i o t h e k der K i r c h e n v e r s - I I p.98-99 i s of the 
opinion t h a t the I70 d i d not include the Eusebians and so 
adds 80 t o i t and .gets the 25o of Theod. I I , 7-
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128 various l i s t s . 
Comparison of the various l i s t s of provinces gives the f o l l o w i n g 
r e s u l t s : - A l l the provinces given i n B I I , 4, except Asia, are 
found i n the other l i s t s , Ath.^Cod. Veron. LX, Cod. par. Syr.62^ 
and Theod., and AS'ia i s found i n Theod. and Cod. par. syr.62. 
T f we add the provinces garnered from the bishops named i n other 
sources, they are A f r i c a , Creta, Moesia, Hodope, Roma, Calabria, 
Noricum and Sardinia. The province of Dacia i s r e a l l y "Dacia 
raediterranea" while'"Dacia r i p e n s i s " i s c a l l e d i n sone other l i s t s 
" a l t e r a Dacia". I n B I I , 4, Cod. syr. and Theod. " G a l l i a " i s 
given i n the s i n g u l a r , while- i n the other l i s t s i t i s c a l l e d 
" G a l l i a e " . I n B I I , , 4 i t i s "Pannoniae" i n the p l u r a l ; i n Cod. 
syr. and Theod. i t i s "Pannonia". 
I n d i s t i n c t i o n to B I I , 4, most of the l i s t s f o l l o w a c e r t a i n 
geographical order i n g i v i n g the names i . e . from East t o 7est or 
vice versa. 
According t o Athanasius 1^9^ t'he f o l l o w i n g provinces agreed to 
the decrees o f Sardica: Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis, Palestine, 
Arabia, I s a u r i a , Cyprus, Pamphylia, Lycia, Galatia, Dacia,. Moesia, 
Thrace/ -, " 
Notes. 
128. I n J.T.S. v o l . 24 p.74 n . l , CH. Turner notes t h a t i n the 
c o l l e c t i o n of Theodosius the deacon, a f t e r the canons of 
Sai'dica, a l a t e r hand has t r a n s c r i b e d another v e r s i o n of the 
same canons. But, he adds, t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e v e r s i o n i s w r i t t e n 
" i n rasura" and the o r i g i n a l m a t e r i a l apparently consisted of 
the s i g n a t o r i e s t o the canons of Sardica. As the erasures 
extend over f i v e f u l l pages and p a r t of a s i x t h , - and there are 
normally 27 l i n e s t o a page i n the MS, he calculates t h a t 
there may e a s i l y have been 8o or 100 s i g n a t o r i e s . -
129. Apol. c. Ar. 1, 
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Thrace, Dardania, Macedonia, Epirnas, Thessaly, Achaia, Crete, 
Dalmatia, S i s c i a , Pannonia, Noricum, I t a l y , Picenura, Tuscany, 
CaxQpania, Calabria, A p u l i a , B r u t t i a , S i c i l y , the whole of A f r i c a , 
S a r d i n i a , Spain, Gaul and B r i t a i n . 
. I t can be seen t h a t , though predominantly Western i n character, 
the synod s t i l l had i t s supporters i n the East, even i n areas (e.^. 
Asia Minor) where the Eusebians were strongest, and on t h i s basis 
alone could claim g r e a t e r a u t h o r i t y than i t s r i v a l Eastern Sardica. 
B I I , 5 N a r r a t i v e t e x t . 
SUMMARY. (1) A f t e r r e v e a l i n g the v a n i t y of thecEcarges brought 
against Athanasius, (3) the ai t h o r of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t d i r e c t l y 
addresses the t i shops who have condemned Athanasius wrongly and 
against t h e i r b e t t e r knowledge. He recounts the reasons they might 
give f o r t h e i r conduct and answers them i n convincing fashion; i n 
a l l t h i n g s they have p r e f e r r e d the a u t h o r i t y of f a l s e bishops t o 
t h a t of t r u e . Then he considers the case of Marceilus and Photinus 
(4) The l a t t e r had been a deacon under Marcellus, had been l e d 
ast r a y by him and as a r e s u l t had been deposed by a Milan synod. 
He r e l a t e s , too, the request of Valens and Ursacius t o J u l i u s of 
Rome f o r admission i n t o communion, and t h e i r profession i n vi r r i t i n g 
of the innocence of Athanasius, the f a l s e sentence passed against 
him, and the s i n of the A r i a n heresy. 
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COMI/IBNTARY. p. 140 L.2 Res - i . e . the a f f a i r of Athanasius as seen 
i n the l i g h t of the synod of Sardica. 
L.4 t e s t e s ex Aegypto compositi - cf, A IV, 1 p. 55 L.29, A V I I , 
p.90 1.17, B I I , 1 p.115 ' L . l . B I I I , 2 p.156 L.6. 
L.5 falsornm "iudicum - i . e . the Easterns who came to Sardica. 
L.5-6 nocturna.. fuga - cf. Ath . i ; Apol. c. Ar.36 " t h e i r indecent 
and suspicious f l i g h t " . 
L.7 originem causae - a t the beginning ( i . e . before 330), the 
Arians had t r i e d t o r a i s e suspicions about the lawfulness of the 
e l e c t i o n and consecration of Athanasius; Eusebius of Nicomedia was 
e s p e c i a l l y concerned I n t h i s . These accusations were d i s p e l l e d , 
however, by the testimony of the Egyptian bishops who had p a r t i c i p -
ated i n the e l e c t i o n " ^ T h e n , a f t e r a p l o t t o secure Athanasius' 
d e p o s i t i o n f o r r e f u s i n g t o sanction the r e t u r n of Arius t o the 
Church had also f a i l e d , the Eusebians u n i t e d w i t h the Meletians t o 
b r i n g forward' charges against him concerning Ischyras''"'^"'"' This 
was the basis on which the Easterns b u i l t t h e i r case against 
132 
Athanasius a t Sardica. 
1.8 p r e s b y t e r i - i . e . Macarius. cf, p. 141 L.19sq. Ath. Apol.c. Ar. 
Notes. 
130. Ath. Apol. c.Ar. 6. 
131. cf.A rv, 1 p.53 L.12sq. 
132. cf.A IV, 1. 
133. previous notes on A IV, 1 f o r t h i s . 
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L.IO Scyras presbyter negatur - cf, Ath. Apol. c. A r . l l s q . . , 46. 
L.I3 apud Mareotem e c c l e s i a n u l l a est - Ath. Apol. c. A r . l 2 says 
"So t h a t t h i s man ( i . e . Ischyras) had then no church"; 46 : 
"Meletius never had e i t h e r Church or m i n i s t e r i n Mareotis", cf. B I I 
1 p.116 L.lOsq. 
Coustant'^'-^^points out t h a t there were many churches i n Mareotis 
but takes t h i s phrase t o mean t h a t t h e r e was no church i n IschyraS', 
v i l l a g e . The e x p l a n a t i o n i s probably t o t e found i n Ath. Apol.c.Ar 
11:- "Now the place where they say the cup was broken, was not a 
Church; t h e r e was no Presbyter i n occupation of the place. . . Since 
then t h e r e was no church t h e r e ; since there was no one t o perform 
the sacred o f f i c e . . . " i . e . though Athanasius' enemies had 
claimed t h a t there was a church i n t h a t p a r t i c u l a r place i n 
Mareotis, i n a c t u a l f a c t there was found t o be none. 
p. 140 1.14. s o l i r e l i g i o the r e l i g i o n of the place i . e . the 
church of the place.cf. p.141 L.6 l o c i r e l i g i o . 
1.14,15 aut a l i q u o . . desedit? - c f . Numbers XVI, 31sq.. 
L.15sq S"cyras de diacono etc - cf.B I I , 1 p. 116 L. 5sq. Ath. Apol. 
c. A r . l 2 . 
Notes. 
134. P.L. X c o l . 643 (g) 
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p. 141 L.8 vos sacerdotes - the f o l l o w i n g paasage reveals t h a t the 
author i s now addressing the bishops who have r e c e n t l y condemned 
135 
Athanasius at A r i e s . Schiktanz t h i n k s t h a t the unexpected 
mention of the bishops of Aries i n d i c a t e s t h a t a passage dealing 
w i t h t h a t synod has novr dropped out. But i t does not aeem 
necessary t o suppose t h i s . The mention of those bishops, though 
r a t h e r s t a r t l i n g , i s not a l t o g e t h e r incongruous w i t h the preceding 
passage-'--^^. 
L.14sq.. ' s e c u t i ' , inq.uit etc - cf. the argument from t r a d i t i o n put 
137 
forward by the Easterns a t Sardaica 
L.17 Saturninus - see note A I p.46 L.2. 
Mention of Saturninus i n company w i t h Valens and Ursacius, 
g s p e c i a l l y when considered i n the l i g h t of the statement made on 
p. 142 L.5sq.-, i n d i c a t e s t h a t the author i s no longer concerned 
w i t h the events a t Sardica but i s reviewing what has taken place 
r e c e n t l y a t A r i e s 353, the f i r s t synod since Eastern Sardica t o 
condemn Athanasius. The author can not be t h i n k i n g of Mil a n 355 
because, i n t h a t case, he would almost c e r t a i n l y have mentioned 
the synod held p r e v i o u s l y a t A r i e s . Moreover, i n the documents 
now a v a i l a b l e , there i s no evidence t o show t h a t Saturninus played 
a prominent p a r t i n the proceedings a t Milan; i n c o n t r a s t , as 
bishop/ , • -
Notes. 
135. p.68-
c f . t h e Conclusion. 
J-J 1 . A I V , 1. 
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bishop of A r i e s , he had acted as president i n the synod held i n 
h i s see i n 353. 
1.17,18 ab Ossio. .. communionem? - cf. A IV, 1 p. 58 L . l , p. 65 L.31sq, 
L.19sq. pr e s b y t e r eius etc - see previous notes i n A IV, 1, B I I , I j 
also cf, Ath. Apol. c. Ar. lOsq. The f a c t t h a t the Eusebians again 
dared t o r a i s e t h i s accusation a t A r i e s shows t h a t the overwhelming 
proof i n favour of 'Athanasius' innocence brought forward by the 
Westerns a t Sardica had had l i t t l e or no e f f e c t on t h e i r opponents. 
At A r i e s the Easterns, w i t h i m p e r i a l consent, brought forward a 
d r a f t decree condemning Athanasius on accusations asserted t o have 
been alrea d y proved against him before Sardica , and^according 
1^9 
t o Gibbon , i t was the memory of the f i r m and e f f e c t u a l support 
which the primate of Egypt had derived from the attachment of the 
Western Church, which induced Constantius t o suspend the execution 
of the sentence of the East t i l l he had obtained the concurrence of 
the l a t i n bishops. 
L.22,23 ad huius r e i . . i n t e r r o g a t e s (sc. ^ impers.'' d i c i t u r ') -
140 
Athanasius charges h i s enemies w i t h having paraded the sacred 
mysteries before catechumens and even before heathens and thus 
i n c u r r e d the danger of the heathen^in t h e i r i g n o r a n c e j d e r i d i n g them, 
and/ 
Notes. 
138. Sulp. Sev. H.S.II, 39. 
139. c. XXI (II,371)» 
140. Apol. c.Ar.U. 
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and the catechumens,in t h e i r o v e r - c u r i o s i t y ^ b e i n g offended. His 
enemies themselves gave occasion f o r t h i s charge when they brought 
forward catechumens and heathen t o give evidence i n t h e i r accusa-
t i o n s a g a i n s t Macarius, f o r they t e s t i f i e d about various happenings 
i n a s e r v i c e at which, according t o the r u l e of the Church,- they 
should not have been present. 
L.23,24 Mareothae ecclesiam nuliam esse - cf, p.l40 L.13. 
p. 142 L . l s q . sed u t s u b i e c t i o n i huic etc - cf. Ath. Apol. ad Coast. 
27, H i s t . Ar. .31. There i s more than a touch of i r o n y here because 
the author f e e l s t h a t they as bishops, leaders of the Church, ought 
t o have been w i l l i n g t o endure these persecutions f o r the sake of 
the t r u t h . 
L.5, 6 0 dignos successores P e t r i atque P a u l i ! - c f , I r e n . adv. 
H a e r . I I I , 1; Clement of Alex. Strom I , 1; Eus.H.E.IV, 1; Epiph. 
Haer, XZVII, 6. This mention of Peter and Paul together i s an 
i n t e r e s t i n g r e v e l a t i o n of the "non-papal" a t t i t u d e of a f o u r t h 
century bishop. Bishops as such are the successors of the 
apostles as such.. 
L.8 s a t i s f e c i m u s . . p r o p o s i t i o n i - there i s nothing i n the t e x t to 
e x p l a i n t h i s "FIRST p r o p o s i t i o n " . Some p a r t of the t e x t , t h e r e -
f o r e , must now be missing .cf. p.l47 L.23 Nam TSRTIUS m i h i locus 
141 
p r a e s t a t e t c . 
Notes. 
141. B I I , 2 I3 mentions the 3 purposes of the synod of Sardica, 
DutTit i s the SECOND one which deals w i t h the persons. S.ee__Conclusion. 
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L.iO Marcello - see note A IV, 1 p.49 L.22. 
Fotino - Photinus was a Galatian by b i r t h and was t r a i n e d by 
Marcellus, under whom he served as deacon. Later he was elected 
bishop o f Sirmium, the most important see i n the I l l y r i a n -provinces • 
A l l p a r t i e s seem t o have agreed on h i s h e r e t i c a l character, but he 
v/as p r o t e c t e d f o r some time because of the Nicenes' defence of h i s 
master Marcellus. He was f i r s t attacked a t the "macrostich" 
c o u n c i l o f Antioch, but despite several other synodal condeimiations, 
he r e t a i n e d h i s popularity' i n h i s own see and vms thus able t o 
remain i n o f f i c e u n t i l h i s d e p o s i t i o n by the synod of Sirmian, 351. 
He appears t o have been r e c a l l e d vdth the other bishops under-the 
Emperor J u l i a n , but he was again and f i n a l l y removed under 
V a l e n t i n i a n . 
p.142 L.14,15 t u r b a r e . . p r a e d i c a t i o n i b u s - while a l l agreed on the 
h e r e t i c a l nature of Photinus' doctrine,, opinions d i f f e r e d as t o the 
p a i - t i c u l a r heresy o f v/hich he was gu i l t y - . Sulpicius Severus, 
Epiphanius and Augustine accused him of being involved i n the errors 
of S a b e l l i u s ; at other times he i s c r e d i t e d w i t h the er r o r s of 
Paul of Samosata. 
There i s no doubt t h a t , while t o a large extent adopting the 
142 
teaching o f h i s master Marcellus , he was not CD ntent t o r e l y 
s o l e l y on t h a t but made h i s own d i s t i n c t i v e c o n t r i b u t i o n . He 
abandoned Marcellus' theory o f the supernatural b i r t h , and h i s 
c h i e f / 
Notes. 
142. e.g. i n the d o c t r i n e of the impersonality of the Logos. 
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d i l i e f e r r o r seems t o have l a i n i n h i s insistence on the s t r i c t l y 
human o r i g i n of Jesus C h r i s t . According to the Eusebians, he 
asserted t h a t the Son of God had not ex i s t e d before a l l ages but 
liad His beginning- when He took our f l e s h from Mary, and the seat 
o f His P e r s o n a l i t y was i n His human s p i r i t ^ " ^ ^ 
L.17sq. i g i t u r ad tollendum etc - i t i s not possible t o state w i t h 
a l l c e r t a i n t y the dates of the synods mentioned here nor the 
144 
meeting-place of the second one. According t o Socrates , i t was 
only when Valens and Ursacius heard of Athanasius on h i s homeward 
journey from A q u i l e i a and h i s v/elcome at the council of Jerusalem, 
tha;t they went to Rome w i t h t h e i r r e c a n t a t i o n , and also wrote t o 
Athanasius about t h i s . This would place t h e i r repentance about 
the middle df 346. Now A V, l"'"^^, B 11^^^, and Ath. De Syn.lO 
show t h a t t h i s had taken place at a synod o f Mila:i . The question 
t o be decided i s whether t h i s synod i s to be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the 
one mentioned on p.l42L.l8. Robertson-'-'^'^ and Hefele"'-'*^ are of t h a t 
o p i n i o n . The l a t t e r states t h a t c.345, soon a f t e r the end of the 
Sardi'can synod >the orthodox b i a i ops at a synod of Milan found i t 
necessary t o pronounce the anathema against Photinus and also 
t h a t t h i s synod d e a l t w i t h Ursacius and Valens v/ho, because of a 
change/ 
Notes. 
143. c f . A t h . De Syn. 26sq. 
144. 11, 24. 
145. p.80 L.9, 
146. p.144 L.IO. 
147. Ath. P r o l . XLVII. 
148.. I I , 189. 
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change i n view of Constantius i n favour of Athanasius had thought 
i t necessary t o renounce Arianisra. 
The d i f f i c u l t y r a i s e d by t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s t o understand 
why Ursacius and Valens had not been received i n t o cominunion a f t e r 
t h i s r e c a n t a t i o n , and then,dnjlyafter the lapse of two years, had 
sought t o secure t h i s through J u l i u s . cf.B I I , 7. I n t h e i r l e t t e r 
t o Julius"'"'^^, there i s no complaint about having been kept w a i t i n g 
f o r tv/o years, nor anything t o suggest t h a t they had already made 
t h e i r r e c a n t a t i o n and now i n desperation, as i t were, make t h i s 
appeal t o J u l i u s . Nor would i t have been p o l i t i c f o r J u l i u s t o 
have granted t h e i r request, i f a Western synod had refused i t . 
Besides, i t was s t i l l too e a r l y a t the date suggested by Hefele-"-^*^ 
f o r Valens and Ursacius t o have known what the tr e n d of events was 
t o be. As a r e s u l t o f Athanasius' r e j e c t i o n of h i s f i r s t w o 
l e t t e r s , Constantius might s t i l l have been expected t o favour the 
Arians. Only a f t e r Constantius' t h i r d l e t t e r and Athanasius' 
acceptance of i t , would they know d e f i n i t e l y how a f f a i r s were moving 
and decide t o f o l l o w the same course; and t h i s took place sometime 
i n 346^^"^. Moreover, B I I , 5 i ^ - makes i t p l a i n t h a t the approach 
of Valens ard. Ursacius t o the bishop of Rome took place, not at the 
time o f the synod of Milan mentioned on p.142 L . I 8 , but at t h a t of 
the synod h e l d two years l a t e r . 
I t seems b e t t e r , t h e r e f o r e , t o i d e n t i f y the synod, at which 
Valens/ 
Notes. 
149. B I I , 6. 
150. i . e . c .345, 
151. cf. Robertson P r o l . XLVII. Ath. Apol. c. Ar . 5 8 . 
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Valens and Ursacius had made t h e i r r e c a n t a t i o n , not w i t h t h a t 
mentioned on p.142 L . I 8 , but v i t h the one held two years l a t e r i n 
346/7, also a t Milan -^5^ . A f t e r pronouncing a sentence of deposi-
t i o n on Photinus, t h i s synod had then d e a l t w i t h the case of 
Ursacius and Valens and granted them forgiveness. Thereupon, these 
two bishops had w r i t t e n t o J u l i u s , the leading bishop i n the West, 
t h e i r purpose being, not to seek a communion which had already been 
refused then?-'^^, but t o secure h i s a i d as a p r o t e c t i v e measure 
154 
against any r e p r i s a l s which Athanasius might i n i t i a t e against them-; 
155 
As H i l a r y p o i n t s out i n h i s n a r r a t i v e t e x t J u l i u s would be 
pleased t o have t h e i r l e t t e r , not only f o r the prestige which i t 
gave him p e r s o n a l l y , but more e s p e c i a l l y f o r the advantage thus 
156 
gained f o r the c a t h o l i c cause ^". 
F i n a l l y , the date 344/5 f o r the e a r l i e r synod o f Milan 
corresponds reasonably w e l l w i t h the statement of L i b e r i u s , i n his' 
l e t t e r / 
Notes. 
152. Some (e.g. B.C. B.IV, 394), r e l y i n g on B I I , 9 p.146 L.55 
p r e f e r Sirmium as the meeting-place of t h i s synod, but A V, 1 
.p.80 L . 9 , B I I , 6 p.144 L.IO, and Ath. De Sj'-n.lO are against 
t h i s . 
153- c f . Hefele's theory. 
154. c f , t h e i r l e t t e r t o J u l i u s B I I , 6 p.144 L.4sq. I t i s evident 
from t h i s t h a t they i n t e n d t o counter any a c t i o n on the p a r t 
of Athanasius w i t h an appeal f o r J u l i u s ' p r o t e c t i o n and t o 
p l a y o f f these two bishops against each other. 
155. B I I , 5 ^A. 
15D. I t may be noted t h a t H i l a r y describes the r e c a n t a t i o n i n 
stronger terras than Ursacius and Valens. I n t h e i r l e t t e r to 
J u l i u s , the l a t t e r request only pardon f o r t h e i r e r r o r ard, 
as was n a t u r a l , minimise t h e i r change of mind as much as 
po s s i b l e . I n c o n t r a s t t o t h i s , H i l a r y gives the f u l l i m plica-
t i o n s of t h e i r appeal t o J u l i u s i . e . not only forgiveness but 
r e c e p t i o n i n t o the Church and acceptance i n t o cofflinunion.cf. 
p.142 L.24,25 and p.144 L.lsq. 
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l e t t e r A V I I " ' " t h a t four bishops, Demofilusj Macedonius,Sadoxius 
and Martyrius"'"^^^, had refused to .condemn Arius at a Milan council 
held eight years before. As t h i s l e t t e r was w r i t t e n c .353) t h i s 
would date the Milan synod, of which Liberius speaks, C .34-5J near 
enough f o r i t to be i d e n t i f i e d with the one"'"^ *^  at which Photinus 
was condemned as a h e r e t i c . 
L.21sq. quodiam pridera. .resecari - e.g. those deprived of coainunion 
by the synod of Sardica-^^*^. 
L.24, 25 r e c i p i se..rogant - on the v/ording cf. p.l42 L.17sq.note, 
p.144 L.lsq. 
L.25. sq. l u l i u s ex consilio etc - cf, Ath. Apol. ad Coact. §1 
p. 143 L . l de i u d i c i i f a l s i t a t e - . i . e . at Tyre and 'ilastern Sardica. 
L.2 t a l i b u s l i t t e r i s - i.e . B I I , A. 
CONCLUSION. This narrative t e x t , w r i t t e n , l i k e B I , shortly a f t e r 
A r i e s " ' " r e v e a l s the connection between the .preceding documents 
i n / 
Notes . 
157. ^4 p.91 L.lSsq. cf.Ath. De Syn. 26. 
158. i . e . the envoys dispatched by the "macrostich" council of 
Antioch. 
159. p.142 L . I 8 . 
1-^ 0. cf.B IT, l l 8 ; B I I , 2 § 5 ; B I I , 3. 
1 6 1 . cf,notes on p.141 L . 8 , I 7 . 
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i n B I I and the Preface to the work. I n B I the author had stated 
that he was going to begin his work with the events at the s/nod of 
Aries where Paulinus of TrWes had been exiled because he refused 
162 
to condemn Athanasius. His f l i r s t task, therefore, was to review 
the caBc of the bishop of Alexandria and prove his innocence. He 
does so by incorporating the Sardican documents, which,' he feels"^^^ 
are overwhelming proof i n favour of Athanasius, and thus provide a 
good basis'on which to upbraid his fellow?^bishops f o r t h e i r recent 
action at the synod of Aries. 
Idriile doing so, his attention momentarily turns to the case 
of Iifercellus and Photinus but-, a f t e r a b r i e f mention, he breaks o f f 
tDrelate the repentance of Valens and Ursacius, an incident which 
again f u l l y i l l u s t r a t e s Athanasius' innocence. I n B I I , 9 he 
resumes his account of Marcellus and Photinus. 
Notes. 
162. cf. p.142 L.8sq.^ 
163. cf. § . 2 . 
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B I I , 6 Letter of Valens and Ursacius to Julius, c .34-7 • 
SUifelARY. They assert that they wish to recant t h e i r former a t t i t u d e 
towards Athanasius and now desire to have communion with him and 
to seek pardon f o r t h e i r error.. But, they continue, i f the 
Easterns or even Athanasius c a l l them to account with e v i l i n t e n t , 
they v d l l not go without J u l i u s ' knowledge. Fina l l y , as i n the 
" l i b e l l u s " which they had presented at Milan, they anathematise 
Arius, his supporters and his heresy. The l e t t e r i s vifritten by 
Valens and subscribed by Ursacius. 
COiv&IENTARY. This l e t t e r , and the one following, have been 
preserved also i n Ath. Apol.cAr 58 and Hist. Ar . 2 6 . They v/ere 
• w r i t t e n o r i g i n a l l y i n Latin, but Athanasius translated B I I , 6 i n t o 
Greek from a copy sent him by Paulinus of Treves. They are found 
also i n Soz. H.E. I l l , 23,24 and Nicephor. H.E. IX, 27. 
I n addition to Faber-Coustant, B I I , 6 has been edited by 
Labbe-Cossart I I , 723, Har-duin, I , 691 , Coleti I I , 768sq., Ivlansi I I I 
l 6 7 s q ., Coustant Epp. Pontif .403-406.• 
164 
According to Socrates • , i t was during Athanasius' homeward 
journey from Aquileia that Valens and Ursacius had recanted. Their 
l e t t e r to Julius must therefore be placed late i n 346 or the 
beginning of 347.•'•^^ 
Notes. • 
164'. I I , 24. 
165. cf. also B I I , 5?4 and B I I , 7 . 
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p.143 L.4,5 Post renuntiationem Orientaliura - the "Orientales" 
are not the Eusebians but. the Eastern bishops supporting Athanasius. 
cf, p.l44 L.4. They vrould be the bishops vjho came from Syria and 
Palestine to the (council of Jerusalem at the summons of liaximus of 
Jerusalem. '. That council gave Athanasius a cordial welcome on his 
journey home from exile and, i n t h e i r synodal l e t t e r , the U shops 
protest his innocence, cf. Ath. Apol. c. Ar . 56sq . His-t.Ar. 24sq. 
L .8 antehac - they had been engaged i n the struggle a^^ainst 
Athanasius since Tyre 335* 
L .9 l i t t e r i s nostris - t h i s would include the documents containinj, 
false accusations against Athanasius, which were "Drought back by 
166 
the•deputation sent to Mareotis by the council of Tyre . They 
had been sent to Jul i u s by the Eusebians'who t r i e d to impose a 
condition of secrecy; .the bishop of Rome, however, f e l t that the 
person therein attacked should be made av/are of these accusations 
and showed the documents to Athanasius"'-^'''. 
L .9 ,10 l i t t e r i s s a n c t i t a t i s tuae - i.e . the l e t t e r of Julius given 
i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq. 
L . 1 3 / 
Notes. 
166. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 72. 
167. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 83. 
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L.13 nostras - the Greek tr a n s l a t i o n has o |J ^ o v v e s t r a s , and t l i i s 
i s the' reading adopted ,by Coustant. But, i n view of the followin,5 
words ""falsa NOBIS esse insinuata", the Latin reading seems prefer-
able. They assert, as an excuse f o r t h e i r previous conduct, that 
168 
they have themselves been misinformed 
p.144 L . l , 2 atque ideo. .Athanasii - mention has already been made 
of the difference i n tone between t h i s l e t t e r and the narrative 
t e x t i t i r . 5 , A c c o r d i n g to Hilary, they had asked f o r acceptance into 
the Church and reception i n t o communion, but i n t h e i r l e t t e r they 
ask, not f o r readraission i n t o communion, but only f o r pardon on 
account of t h e i r e r r o r : i . e . they do not f e e l p a r t i c u l a r l y g u i l t y 
about t h e i r past conduct and state quite simply, as i f i t were not 
an essential condition of t h e i r repentance, that they are most 
w i l l i n g to embrace cominunion with Athanasius .• As has been said, 
i t was natural both f o r them to seek to create t h i s impression, 
especially so i n view of the i n s i n c e r i t y of .their change of mind, 
a-nd f o r H i l a r y to state boldly and cle a r l y what he, and every other 
orthodox bishop, knew to be the true state of the case, nanely, that 
t h i s repentance on the part of Valens and Ursacius involved not onlj 
reception i n t o the Church but also readraission into comminion. 
L .3 pro i n s i t a s i b i benivolentia - cf. the conciliatory s p i r i t 
shown/ 
Notes. 
168. I t i s noteworthy that the Greek text omits the "nobis". 
169. cf«p.l42 L.17sq., L.24, 25. 
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shovm by Juli u s towards the Eusebians p r i o r to the synod of Rome, 
cf^his l e t t e r i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq. 
L.4 Orientales - i . e . the supporters of. Athanasius,.cf,p. 143 L.4,5 
note. 
L . 5 } 6 c i t r a conscientiam tuam - Valens and Ursacius could expect 
no sympathy or mercy from Athanasius and his Eastern supporters 
a f t e r t h e i r previous treacherous behaviour-'-''^ *-^ . So, relying on the 
pardon which they hoped to obtain and remembering the conciliatory 
tone of J u l i u s ' famous l e t t e r and the s p i r i t of t o l e r a t i o n he had 
shown i n receiving the Eusebian deputation p r i o r to the c a l l i n g of 
the synod of Rome, they now sought his protection l e s t they should 
at any time be brought to judgment. 
L .7sq qui dicunt: erat tempus etc - these are the well-known 
Arlan tenets, cf, the anathemas at the end of the Nicene Creed '^''^'^. 
But even the Easterns at Sardica had been able to anathematise 
si m i l a r statements''-'^^. Their condemnation of Arius and his system 
i s therefore a general one' aid not of much consequence. 
p.144/ 
Notes. 
170. cf, t h e i r part i n the cominission sent by the c o u n c i l of Tyre 
to MareOtis. 
1 7 1 . cf. B I I , 10. 
172. cf. A IV, 2 -p.yz L.4sq. 
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p. 144 L..9 per priorem l i b e l l u m nostrum - t h i s " l i b e l l u s " i s no 
longer extant. 
L.IO quem apud Mediolanum porreximus - t h e i r " l i u e l l u s " would be 
p:" esented at the second of the two councils mentioned i n B I I , 5^"^^^ 
CONCLUSION. I t i s not d i f f i c u l t to understand the motives which 
would impel Valens and Ursacius to write to J u l i u s . Primarily 
because of his famous l e t t e r , he v/as the most important of the 
* 
Western orthodox bishops engaged i n the controversy at t h i s time. 
So they would writ e to him to give greater authority to t h e i r action 
at Milan and as fu r t h e r p oof of t h e i r recantation, r e l y i r ^ on his 
generous s p i r i t as shovm i n his actions p r i o r to the Roman synod, 
and knowing that i f they obtained his favour they would be secure 
. from any attacks that might be made upon them because of t h e i r 
previous conduct. 
- Moreover, J u l i u s was not only a stalwart supporter, but also 
174 
a personal f r i e n d of Athanasius ; so Valens and Ursacius would 
be hoping that an approach through Julius might serve both to al l a y 
the doubts and to remove any b i t t e r feelings that Athanasius might 
have towards them. 
The bishop of Rome can not be blamed f o r accepting t h e i r 
recantation at i t s face value. At t h i s p a r t i c u l a r time, with the 
r e t u r n home of Athanasius and the continued favour of Cons tans, 
orthodox/ 
Notes. 
173- cf.p.142 L .17sq. note. 
174. cf.the l a t t e r ' s v i s i t to Rome on his v;ay home from e x i l e . 
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orthodox hopes were high and naturally the s p i r i t of tolerance 
pervaded t h e i r actions. 
B I I , 7 Narrative t e x t . 
• SUMMMRY. This l e t t e r was sent two years a f t e r the heresy of Photin-
us was condemned by the Romans. 
COliMENTARY. p 145 L .2 ,3 Haec epistula etc - i t i s evident that 
t h i s statement i s closely linl<:ed with the one i n B I I , 5 p.14-2 L . l 6 , 
19^ "Fotinum, qui ante biennium iara i n Idediolanensi s:>Tiodo erat 
hereticus damnatus. "Romani" i s not to be taken i n a s t r i c t sense 
but i s a co l l e c t i v e term f o r the Western bishops gathered at the 
synod of Milan, f o r vjhom the use of Latin was a com^ non bond. That 
the word "Romanus" could be used f o r a person speaking Latin i s 
i l l u s t r a t e d from the following examples (1) H i l . Ps. 2 § 35 uses 
" i n Romanam linguam" viiere " i n Latinam linguam" would have been more 
usual. (2) Jerome Ep.LXXXII § 7 writes: "and as he constantly 
converses and d a i l y associates with Latins, I think he can not be 
ignorant of the speech of the Romans". Then i n Ep. LXXX§1 Rufinus 
says": "Large numbers of the brethren.. .begged. .. to make Origen a 
Roman", and Jerome pledges himself to give to Roman ears these 
homilies of Origen and as many of his other works as he can. 
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B I I , 8 Letter of Valens & Ursacius to Athanasius.c.^47. 
SUl&ARY. The'y state that they have taken advantage of the v i s i t 
of thfe esbyter Moyses to him, to send t h i s l e t t e r from Aquileia, 
informing him that they have peace and ecclesiastical coraraurJ.on 
with him and requesting an answer. 
COMi.IENTARY. The l e t t e r i s edited by Labbe-Cossart I I , 724, Coleti 
I I , 769, Mansi I I I , I 6 8 . 
p.145 L .6 Aquileia - one of the most important towns i n Nortliern 
I t a l y . Athanasius stayed there f o r some time a f t e r the council of 
Sardica. 
L.IO Moysetis. - nothing else i s known of him, b i t he seems to have 
been an Egyptian presbyter. 
L .13 ,14 dederis enira...rependas - though Valens and Ursacius asked 
Athanasius to' reply i n v/ r i t i n g , there i s no evidence that he ever 
175 
dia so. 
L.14 , l5 sane s c i t o . . s c i t o - i . e . they do not request comiounion 
from Athanasius but o f f e r i t , as i t v/ere, on equal terms.-^Z^ 
Notes. 
175. Hist. Ar . 26 : "though Athanasius had sent no communication to 
t i em, even by these persons" suggests that Athanasius had 
always been suspicious of them and refused to have any 
relations with them. 
176. cf.B I I , 5 § 4 and B I I , 6 notes. 
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CONCLUSION. The authent i c i t y of these two l e t t e r s , B I I , 6- and 8, 
has never been questioned except by Gibbon"'"'^ '^ , who doubts the f a c t 
of the recantation on the ground of the dissimilar tone of the two 
l e t t e r s . This difference i n tone, however, may be accounted f o r 
by the f a c t that Valens and Ursacius, having gained the favour of 
the bishop of Rome, f e l t more secure, indeed had obtained the 
protection required to make them safe from orthodox attack, and 
thus wrote i n grudging s p i r i t to Athanasius, an unwelcome task but 
one necessary to complete t h e i r renunciation of Arianism; t h i s may 
even have been demanded by Julius as a condition of his favour. 
Athanasius"'"'^^ gives t h i s l e t t e r i n .the same order as i n the 
c o l l e c t i o n of Hila r y i . e . following some time a f t e r the l e t t e r to 
Ju l i u s . But i n his Hist. Ar. 26, though again giving the sa.ne 
order, he makes i t appear as i f t h i s l e t t e r to himself and t i i e i r 
going up to Rome had tal^en place at. the same time. Furthermore, 
179 
i n a l e t t e r to Constantius ^, Ossius states: "They ( i . e . Valens 
and Ursacius) v o l u n t a r i l y v^ent up to Rome, and, i n the presence of 
the bishops and presbyters, v/rote t h e i r recantation, having 
PI-EVIOUSLY addressed to Athanasius a f r i e n d l y and peaceable l e t t e r " . 
Ossius, of course, was v/riting several years l a t e r , and, bein^" by 
t h i s time i n extreme old age^^^, may very easily have confused the 
actual course of events. 
The/ 
Notes. 
177. Decline and Pa l l c. XXI, note I 0 8 -
178. Apol. c. Ar. .58. 
179- Ath. Hist. Ar.44. • • 
180. c f . H i s t . Ar. 45. 
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The order given i n Hilary's c o l l e c t i o n i s the most l i k e l y one, 
• because i t seems more probable that Valens and Ursacius would •. 
approach Athanasius through the mediator Julius than approach him 
d i r e c t and afterwards write to J u l i u s . They needed the support of 
the.bishop of Rome BEFORE they wrote to Athanasius, not AFTER. 
Moreover, i f they had previously v/ritten to the U shop of Alexandria, 
i t i s strange that there i s no mention of i t i n t h e i r l e t t e r to 
J u l i u s ; surely t h i s v/ould have been further evidence of t i i e i r 
recantation and important enough to be included. 
The p o s s i b i l i t y that there might have'been f r i e n d l y l e t t e r s 
from Ursacius and Valens "to Athanasius i n addition to B I I , 8 i s so 
remote as to be practi.cally excluded. 
I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t , too, t h a t , both i n his Apol. c. Ar. and 
f l i s t . Ar., Athanasius places the l e t t e r to himself af t e r that to 
Julius'. 
• . The l e t t e r may be dated sometime i n 347. 
The reason f o r t h i s change of mind on the part of Ursacius and 
Valens i s to be found i n the p o l i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n at t h i s time. Their 
master,•Constantius,'was being compelled by Constans to cnange his 
at t i t u d e towards Athanasius, and these courtier bishops found i t 
p o l i t i c also to make' t h e i r peace with the bishop of Alexandria. Later 
events'were to show how shallov/ and false t h e i r recantation had been. 
Notes. 
"181. The same argument applies to those who support the view that 
Valens and Ursacius wrote to Julius because Athanasius had not 
given the requested answer. I f t h i s had been so, they v/ould 
c e r t a i n l y have mentioned i t i n B I I , 6. 
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B I I , 9 Narrative t e x t . 
SUMMARY. (1) On receipt of the above l e t t e r s , Valens and Ursaciusr 
were restored to communion. Then the author continues w i t h the 
case of Photinus. Despite his condemnation, i t had been found 
impossible to depose him at Sirmium because of his popularity v/ith 
the people. Before Photinus was accused, Athanasius had broken o f f 
r e l a t i o n s w i t h Marcellus, who, a f t e r the reading of his book, had 
been restored to the episcopate by the synod of Sardica. 
Athanasius' reason f o r t h i s was not the publication of his book, 
but the i n t r o d u c t i o n by I/iarcellus of new doctrines and his 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the teaching of Photinus. His action i n t h i s 
matter.unfortunately gave an opening to those who wished to act 
against Photinus. (2) Now no synod had ever been held against 
Marcellus except the one annulled at Sardica and no mention had 
been made of him when the ?/esterns had dealt with Photinus and 
reported t h e i r decision to the Easterns. Despite, this,scoundrels 
had t r i e d to implicate Athanasius and Marcellus i n the condemnation 
of' Photinus and thus raise questions long ago dead and buried by 
the judgment of t r u t h . I t was evident from the l e t t e r of the 
Westerns at Sardica that Marcellus had been condemned by the Arians 
because of the book he had w r i t t e n on the subjection of Christ; 
perusal of t h i s book, however, had shown his innocence and the 
f a l s i t y of the Arian judgment. As custom demanded, a l e t t e r was 
w r i t t e n to the Easterns concerning Photinus, not, as i s now being 
done, to extort assent, but to give the customary information of 
what had been done. (3 ) Then the author of the narrative text 
asks/ 
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asks why Athanasius i s accused of denying communion to Marcellus, 
and asserts that he had done so, not on account of the doctrine 
contained i n his 'book, but because of his other teachings. So' 
both judgments of Athanasius on Marcellus were correct. He was 
r i g h t i n holding communion w i t h him at Sardica when his b e l i e f 
concerning the subjection and surrendering of the Kingdom was 
orthodox, and l a t e r he was r i g h t i n refusing him communion, even 
though he did not have synodal authority f o r t h i s . But an even 
greater wickedness was perpetrated. (4) H i l a r y then proceeds to 
show that the f a i t h , which they produced at the beginning of t h e i r 
l e t t e r , ' was h e r e t i c a l . I t had hegan s o f t l y with a general con-
fession of the T r i n i t y , made to e l i c i t the subscription and assent 
of a l l , and so to carry t h i s assent on to what follows, namely, a 
censure against Photinus, an accusation against Athanasius, a 
condemnation of the catholic f a i t h . The synod of Sardica w i l l 
surely have shown t h i s . Nevertheless he feels himself bound to 
deal b r i e f l y with the. whole , a f f a i r . (5) He asserts that i t has 
always been the duty of bishops toi.protect the f a i t h and expound 
the correct b e l i e f to be held on God the Father, the Son of God, 
and the Holy S p i r i t , f o r "the perversity of heretics always arises 
from t h e i r impious f a i t h " . (6) Then he mentions the council of 
Nicaea and gives the Arian doctrine of two Gods, one,_ God the 
Father, the other made by Him in t o a' new substance from nothing 
by His power. (7) F i n a l l y , he relates how the 300 or more bishops 
gathered at Nicaea condemned the Arian heresy and l a i d the founda-
t i o n of catholic u n i t y on the basis of evangelic and apostolic 
doctrines- proof of t h i s , he gives the Nicene Creed. 
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COMSiiENTARY. p.l46 L.3-5 maxime cum. . continerent - by t h e i r 
recantation Valens and Ursacius had shovm that the accusations 
brought against Athanasius by Tyre and Eastern Sardica were false 
and thus confirmed the decisions of Western Sardica. 
L.5 verum i n t e r haec Syrmium convenitur - those commentators, who 
have taken t h i s phrase to r e f e r to a Sirmian synod, have found 
d i f f i c u l t y i n assigning a precise date to i t . Because of a passage 
•1 O p 
i n Sulpicius Severus , where i t i s the Emperors who are s t i l l 
addressed, some have placed i t i n 349''"^ "^ . Ceillier"''^^ puts i t 
185 
a f t e r 350. Zahn dates i t 347, because the phrase "verum i n t e r 
haec"' points to a close connection of the events vath the pardon 
given to Valens and Ursacius. 
But t h i s phrase does not necessarily mean that a synod was 
held at Sirmium. I t seems more probable that an embassy vtas sent 
from the synod of Milan 346/7 to Sirmium to execute the decisions 
reached v/ith regard to Photinus"'"^^, but on a r r i v a l there, they 
found i t impossible to depose him. The 'inter haec' shows that 
t h i s must have taken place about the same time as-the preceding, 
i . e . C.347. 
I . 6 olim reus pronuntiatus - t h i s probably refers to the judgment 
delivered against him at the f i r s t of the Milan synods . I t 
could/ 
Notes. 
18 2 : Chron. I I , 37. ' 
183. cf»Coustant P.L. X col.649 ( c ) . 
184. IV, 714. 
185. p.78.. 
186. cf.B I I , 5^4. 
187. cf.B I I , 5 §4. 
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could also r e f e r to the attack made upon him at the "macrostich" 
council of Antioch. ' • 
-] Q O 
L.8...sed idem Athanasius - Zahn thinks there i s a gap before 
"sed idem Athanasius"etc. This i s also the opinion of Feder. 
But i t does not seem necessary to assume that a description of a 
Sirmian creed and i t s r e f u t a t i o n have dropped out. Hi l a r y i s not 
p r i m a r i l y interested i n the Sirmian assembly or Photinus. They 
a,re included only because of Photinus' relationship with Marcellus. 
To have given a longer discussion to t h i s subordinate and secondary 
matter would have detracted from the main purpose of the narrative 
t e x t . 
L .9sq . qui post recitationem l i b r i etc - cf. B I I , 1 ? 6 . Marcellus' 
book i s not now extant^^^ 
1.11 a l i a nova - i . e . those not. discussed at Sardica. 
L .12 i n quam Fotinus erupit - cf, B I I , 5 p.142 L.14,15 note. 
190 
p. 146 L . I 3 a communione sua separat - Coustant suggests that 
191 
the Easterns at Sirmium had r e p l i e d i n w r i t i n g to Wiilan , and 
H i l a r y had believed too r e a d i l y the calumny^inserted i n t h i s l e t t e r , 
about Athanasius breaking o f f re l a t i o n s with Marcellus; and so, 
when/ 
Notes. 
188. p. 78 
189. see note on Marcellus. i n A IV, 1 p.49 L .22 . 
1^1°: ?f."p.!47°i:i§?i°r.^ t ^ ) ' 
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when he says that t h i s hai^pened before Photinus was accused, he i s 
thinking, not of the time preceding the e a r l i e r synod of i-Iilan, but 
of the time of the second one. 
I t i s scarcely .believable, hov/ever, that the Easterns, i f they 
d i d indeed reply i n w r i t i n g , would" put a false accusation i n "uheir 
l e t t e r f o r t h i s would have jeopardised t h e i r case from the very 
beginning. I f f a l s e , Athanasius v;ould almost certainly have 
denied i t i n some of his v/orks because, at t h i s time, his enemies 
were using t h i s incident between Marcellus and himself as the 
excuse f o r reopening t h e i r attack Upon him and rai s i n g again the 
questions s e t t l e d at Sardica. 
Stilting;-:., indeed, refuses to believe, t h i s account of the 
strained relations betviy-een Marcellus and Athanasius slnply because 
the l a t t e r nov/here i n his writings states that he has ever broken 
o f f relations with him. This is true; Hilary i s our only 
192 
authority f o r t h i s ^ . But i t i s not .very surprising that 
Athanasius does not mention t h i s f o r he spealcs very rarely of 
Marcellus, and even where he does mention him, i t i s always b r i e f l y 
and coldly^^^. 
L.13,14 anteriore tempore quam Fotinus arguitur - as no qualify-
ing remark i s placed on t h i s , i t must mean that Athanasius had 
broken o f f relations with Marcellus before Fotinus was accused FOR 
Tim/ 
Notes. 
192. Sulp. Sev. I I , 37 also gives i t , but his account i s dependent 
on B I I , 9. . 
193. e.g. i n his l e t t e r to the .Egj^otian and Libyan bishops ^ 8 , he 
does not mention Marcellus i n the l i s t he gives of orthodox 
contemporaries, cf. also Epiph. Haer. LXXII, 4. 
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THE FIRST TTM ^' i . e . s h o r t l y a f t e r Sardica, while Athanasius 
was s t i l l i n the West. The Arians must have alleged t h a t i t v/as 
only a f t e r Photinus had been condemned t h a t Athanasius broke o f f 
r e l a t i o n s w i t h Marcellus because of c e r t a i n doctrines contained i n 
h i s book, which had been accepted at Sardica. H i l a r y denies t h i s 
and asserts t h a t Athanasius had broken w i t h Marcellus before the 
condemnation of Photinus and f o r a d i f f e r e n t reason. The bishop 
of Alexandria had broken v/ith him because o f other new doctrines 
v\?hich had not been discussed at Sardica but which Photinus had 
developed and been condemned f o r . 
L.14sq.pf»aeventam i u d i c i o meditationera etc - the author of the 
n a r r a t i v e t e x t attempts t o prove t h a t Athanasius' a c t i o n i n separa^fe-
i n g Marcellus from communion d i d not i n v a l i d a t e the decision of 
Sardica concerning him but r a t h e r gave i t a u t h o r i t y f o r the bishop 
of Ai:exandria had talcen t h i s a c t i o n not because of h i s book -
Marcellus was q u i t e orthodox i n t h i s and so Sardica's decision was 
the c o r r e c t one - but because of h i s l a t e r opinions. • The Arians, 
hov/ever, had taken h i s a c t i o n as an opportunity t o shov/ t h a t Sardica 
had not s a i d the l a s t woixi on Marcellus and th e r e f o r e they were 
j u s t i f i e d i n proceeding against h i s p u p i l , Photinus,and e n t i t l e d 
t o r a i s e a l l these ' questions again; and thus lead up to a f u r t h e r 
a t t a c k on Athanasius h i m s e l f . 
I t would seem t h a t both the orthodox and the Arians v/ere 
concerned/ 
Notes. 
194. c o n t r a s t Coustant's o p i n i o n i n p.146 L.I3 note. 
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concerned at t h i s time about Photinus, but H i l a r y ' s argument i s 
t h a t the Arians had no r i g h t t o attack him because they v/ere dcainj 
i t f o r wrong reasons. Coustant''"'^^ r e f e r s "antea" ( L . l ? ) t o the 
a c t i o n o f the synod o f Constantinople 336 i n deposing Llarcellus, 
which d e c i s i o n was repealed at Sardica. I f t h i s i s so, then the 
phrase "quia prompturn. . . e f f i c i " (L'.l6) must be taken as an 
explanatory side-remark-'-^^ and the meaning v/ould be t h a t , vhereas 
evil-minded men''"^ '^  r e l a t e d Athanasius' a c t i o n against Marcellus to 
t h a t o f Constantinople 33^ tov;ards the same man, the correc t i n t e r -
•pretation was t o r e l a t e i t t o the question concerning Photinus. 
The d i f f i c u l t y w i t h t h i s theory i s t h a t i n § 2 H i l a r y upbraids-the 
Arians f o r t r y i n g t o i m p l i c a t e Athanasius and Marcelius w i t h 
Photinus. 
The a l t e r n a t i v e i s to r e f e r the "antea" to the a c t i o n of 
Sardica v/ith regard t o Marcelius and t o take the phrase "quia 
piDomptura.. . e f f i c i " as an i n t e g r a l par-t o f the t e x t . The ^neaning 
then i s t h a t whereas Athanasius' a c t i o n ought t o have given 
a u t h o r i t y t o the Sar-dican d e c i s i o n - because he himself had agreed 
t o the Sardican judgment concerning the innocence of iilarcellus and 
had broken w i t h him f o r q u i t e a d i f f e r e n t reason - the Ar-ians had 
wrongly r e l a t e d h i s a c t i o n t o the i n q u i r y concerning Photinus and 
thereby attempted t o r a i s e doubts about both Marcellus and 
Athanasius. 
Notes. • 
195. c o l . 651 ( a ) . 
196. because H i l a r y could not mean t h a t Athanasius' a c t i o n , v;hen 
r i g h i t l y i n t e r p r e t e d , gave a u t h o r i t y to the a c t i o n o f the synod 
of Constantino"Dle. 
197. cf.L.23, 24. " 
_ 341 -
L.20 sq. p r a e t e r earn etc - i . e . the s^Tiod of Constantinople 33^. 
cf, also B. I I ^ l 6 p.117. 
L.22, 23 cum de Fotino..relatum - t h i s w i l l r e f e r t o the deci s i o n 
;ter] 
,199 
1 oft 
taken by the Westerns at Milan ^ and reported t o the Easterns "as 
castom demanded" 
L.24-26 occasionera..iudicii - l i k e Marcellus, Athanasius had been 
accused by the c o u n c i l of Constantinople but these accusations had 
been d i s p e l l e d at Sardica where both bishops were declared innocent. 
With the a r r i v a l of the r e p o r t from the Westerns at Li l i a n w i t h regard 
t o Photinus, the Easterns had cunningly t r i e d to revive the o r i g i n a l 
judgment by i m p l i c a t i n g Marcellus i n the errors of Photinus. 
L.27sq,ut emortuara etc - H i l a r y here reveals the tr u e aim o f the 
Easterns. I n a d d i t i o n to' t h e i r attack on Marcellus, they wanted 
to r a i s e again the accusations concerning Athanasius. Thus, through 
Photinus, they hoped t o undo the work of Western Sardica and once 
more d i s t u r b the peace o f the Church. H i l a r y ' s argument i s t h a t 
the cases of Athanasius and Marcellus and t h a t of Photinus are not 
i n any way r e l a t e d t o each other^^^, t h a t 'Marcellus has no respons-
i o i l i t y f o r Photinus, and t h a t condermiation o f the l a t t e r involves 
n e i t h e r Marcellus nor Athanasius. 
Notes. 
198. cf. B I I , 5^4.. 
199. cf, p. 147 L.6,7. 
200. cf. L.13,14 "Athanasius breaks w i t h Marcellus before Photinus 
i s accused'!, 
- 1^2 -
L.29 causae novitas - i . e . of the case of Photinus. 
p.l47 L.2 i n s u p e r i o r i s epietulae corpore - i . e . the l e t t e r o f 
Western Sardica B T I , 1 e.g. §6. 
L.6sq de Fotlno autem etc - the Westerns had w r i t t e n merely t o 
inform the Easterns of t h e i r acts concerning Photinus, but H i l a r y 
complains t h a t now the Easterns are t r y i n g t o e x t o r t assent t o t h e i r 
201 
l e t t e r . - Coustant r e f e r s the "ut nunc a g i t u r " to the time a f t e r 
the synod of Ariminum but i t seems more n a t u r a l t o r e f e r i t t o the 
r e p l y o f the Easterns 
p. 147 L.lOsq Sed cur etc - H i l a r y again deals v/ith the embarras-
sing question of Athanasius' break w i t h Marcellus and defends the 
a c t i o n of the bishop o f Alexandria on the ground t h a t i t was not 
because of h i s book t h a t Athanasius had attacked LIsrcellus - on 
t h i s p o i n t he concurred v/ith the d e c i s i o n of Sardica - but because 
of other doctrines and pr'actices which, as the Easterns themselves 
admitted, had l e d t o the heresies'of Photinus. 
L . l l r e s c r i b i t u r - t h i s i s probably another reference to the r e p l y 
o f the Easterns i n which they had presumably - t r i e d t o connect t h i s 
break v a t h the book of Marcellus and thus reopen the question 
s e t t l e d by the d e c i s i o n o f Western Sardica. . 
Notes. 
201. c o l . 652 (e). 
202. cf. p. 146 L.26. 
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L.12,13 t e s t e s ipsi...sumsisse - cfep.146 L.12,13-
L.15 fidem de subiectione e t t r a d i t i o n e r e g n i - c f .notes on A r / , 1, 
B I I , 1. 
L.I7 v i r i - i . e . Athanasius. synodi - i . e . Western Sardica203. 
L.19sq. verum omnis i s t a etc - having s a t i s f a c t o r i l y shown the 
Easterns' hatred o f Athanasius and hov/ behind the facade of 
Photinus and Marcellus was concealed t h e i r r e a l purpose of renev/ing 
the a t t a c k upon him, the author o f the n a r r a t i v e t e x t now advaixes 
t o a t h i r d stage and reveals t h e i r v/ickedness i n attempting t o 
replace the Nicene creed w i t h a h e r e t i c a l one of t h e i r own making. 
, c f . Phoebad. c.Arr.8.-
L.23 Nam t e r t i u s m i h i locus - c f . p.142 L.Bsq. His f i r s t a i a i had 
been t o show Athanasius' innocence, h i s second to give d e t a i l s 
concerning Marcellus and Photinus; how h i s t h i r d vms t o reveal t h e i r 
h e r e t i c a l creed, # i i c h he regards as a t y p i c a l A r i a n creed204 . 
L.23, 24 fidem, quam ep i s t u l a e primordio condiderunt - the Easterns 
must have put t h i s creed a t the beginning o f t h e i r r e p l y ; from the 
d e s c r i p t i o n given i n the n a r r a t i v e t e x t , i t resembles the creed 
issued by the Easterns a t Sardica^O?^ 
Notes. 
203. c f . B I I , 1. 
204. c f . B I I , 11. 
205'. A IV, 2. 
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L.25sq. profitemur enim i t a etc - cf. the Nicene Creed. I t i s 
obvious from the context that the "we" i n t h i s case refers to the 
Easterns; the author puts i t thus f o r the sake of greater emphas?§^ 
p.148 L.3sq. et spero quod etc - cf. B I I , 1 and N.T. to Or. Syn. 
Sard, f l' p.186 L.lsq. 
L.9sq. cura et negotium etc - cf. Iren. adv. Haer. I l l , 3; Tert. 
de Praescr. l6-21; Greg. E l i b . De Fide 3, 7; A IX, 1. 
L.14 e p i s t u l i s v a r i i s - e.g. those of Alexander, Athanas 
J u l i u s , and the Westerns at Sardica. 
lUS 
p. 149 L.2,3 improbabiles - t h i s i s probably the equivalent of the 
Greek ^^o»«.'y 6v..cf. I I Tim. 3, 8, T i t . 1, l 6 . 
§ 6 Cum'igitur etc - cf. Sulp. Sev. Chron.II, 35; Phoeb. c.Arr. 
6,l8; Gregor. E l i b . De f i d e 1. 
L.5,6 Arrios duos - Sulpicius Severus^ *^ *^ . takes t h i s phrase to mean 
two men with the name 'Arius' . Roberts^^^ thinks that the one of 
these was Arius, the. author of the heresy, and the other a presbyter 
of/. 
Notes . ' • 
206. For a sim i l a r descrintion of the subtlety of Arian creeds cf . B I I , 11 § 2. 
207. Chron. I I , 35. 
208. i n his e d i t i o n of SBlp. Sev. i n the Nicene Library, p . l l 3 n . l . 
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o f Alexandria bearing the same narae^^'^. But, on the basis of such 
passages as H i l . De Syn. 83^^^, Coustant suggests t h a t the phrase 
r e f e r s to A r i u s , the Oe ader of the sect, and the other A r i a n leader, 
211 
Eusebius o f Nicomedia • Several objections', however, may be 
ra i s e d against Coustant's.theory:e.g. (1) i t i s against the 
e a r l i e s t testimony. (2) H i l a r y uses the term " A r i i " f o r Arians i n 
general, and always gives the names i n the case of p a r t i c u l a r Arians; 
i t i s p a r t i c u l a r l y u n l i k e l y t o mean "Arius and Eusebius" here 
because, i n order t o avoid confusion and maJce clear h i s meaning, 
he V'/ould have given both names, e s p e c i a l l y when Ari'us, the leader 
of the sect, was i n v o l v e d . 
So i t seems p r e f e r a b l e to f o l l o w the testimony of the e a r l y 
w r i t i n g s and conclude t h a t by "Arios duos" two men of the name 
"Arius" are meant. 
L.7,8 ex omnibus..concurrunt - i . e . the co u n c i l o f Nicaea 325. 
L . l l s q . tradebant autera A r r i i t a l i a etc - the Arians s t a r t e d from 
the accepted- b e l i e f i n the u n i t y of God, as a being not only 
a b s o l u t e l y one but alsD a b s o l u t e l y simple and i s o l a t e d from a 
world of finite beings, a God VsHnom men can not know. So, i n the 
c r e a t i o n of the world, there was need of a mediator, a demiurgic 
powe r / 
209. ' c f . l e t t e r of the Alexandrian Arius t o bishop Alexander i n 
' 'Epiph. Haer. 69, 8; 72,4; Alexanderis l e t t e r m Theod. H.E. 
I , 4. Socr. I . 6. .• . 
210. "Placeat quod ab A r i i s s i t negatum" and "ipsa Anorum 
p e r f i d i a " . 
211. P.L. X c o l . 653-^ (^ )« 
- 346 -
•power, whom men can know. To preserve the i s o l a t i o n and singTilar-
i t y of God, t h i s second God, tli e Son, could n o t be o f the substance 
of the Father, but'was generated out of nothing by the Father's 
w i l l , was i n f e r i o r and not s t r i c t l y e t e r n a l . 
L.13,14 p r o f a n i . . g e n e r a r i - i . e . dishonouring the Father because 
they asserted t h a t the Son was begotten from nothing, r a t h e r than 
from'the substance-of the Father. 
L.14,15 blaspherai. .ex-Doliantes - i . e . dishonouring the Son by 
denying Him the r i g h t o f i n f i n i t y such as the Father possessed. 
p.149 L.I9 non e x t a n t i s c r e a t i o n i s substantiae -. the t e x t i s 
cor r u p t here and various readings have been suggested. Coustant 
gives "non e x s t a n t i c r e a t i o n i s substantiae" or "de non e x s t a n t i 
c r e a t i o n i s s u b s t a n t i a " or "non e x s t a n t i s c r e a t i o n i s substantiain". 
Wilmart^-^2 suggests "non. e x s t a n t i s creatione substantiae". 
I f Feder's reading- i s adopted, the t r a n s l a t i o n i s : " g i v i n g 
t o a -substance of a not e x i s t i n g (beforehand) c r e a t i o n , ( t h a t i s ) 
t o the Son o f God our Lord, e t c . " i . e . H i l a r y asserts t h a t the 
Arians destroy the u n i t y of the Godhead through g i v i n g t o the Son 
a d i f f e r e n t substance from t h a t of the Father and saying t h a t the 
Son i s made from n o t h i r g , c f . p.l50 L.17,l8 note. 
L.20, 21 i n i t i u m de tempore - a beginning from time (in s t e a d of 
His e t e r n a l g e n e r a t i o n ) , ortum de n i h i l o - b i r t h from nothing 
( i n s t e a d / 
Notes. 
212. Rev. Ben. XXIV (I907) 304. 
- 3^7 -
(i n s t e a d o f , from the si bstance of the Father). nomen ex a l t e r o 
name from another ( i n s t e a d of "ex i p s o " from Himself c f . H i l . De 
T r i n . V I , 16). . • 
L.22sq. Itaque conprirqendi etc. - c f . Phoebad. c. Arr.6. 
L.-22,23 t r e c e n t i v e l eo amplius episcopi - B I I , 10 and H i l . De 
Syn. 86;give the " s p i r i t u a l " number 318^^^, 
CONCLUSION • Mention of the breach between Athanasius and Marcellus, 
which no other contemporary w r i t e r r e p o r t s , and of the.tv/o 
persons c a l l e d A r i u s , are i n d i c a t i o n s t h a t the author of the 
n a r r a t i v e t e x t i s w r i t i n g close i n time t o these and i s w e l l 
acquainted w i t h events. 
This breach had e v i d e n t l y embarrassed the Nicenes, coming as 
i t d i d so soon a f t e r Sardica, and the Arians had not been slov/ t o 
take advantage of i t . Though unconvincing i n h i s defence of 
Marcellus, H i l a r y nevertheless has r i g h t on h i s side in.conde.raiing 
the A r i a n attempt thus t o reopen the question concerning Athanasius. 
The l a t t e r had condemned Marcellus on a d i f f e r e n t charge from t h a t 
on # i i c h he was declared innocent at Sardica; so the a u t h o r i t y 
of Sardica remained f i r m . To j u s t i f y another attack on Athanasius,, 
t h e / 
Notes. 
213. Ath. H i s t . Ar. 66 gives "about 30O"; ad Afros 2,318. 
Euseb. V . c . I I I , . 8 says "more than 250". Constantine, i n a 
l e t t e r given i n Socr. I , 9 snd Marius V i c t o r i n u s I give "more than 30O tL shops". • 
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the Arians would have had to b r i n g forward a charge d i f f e r e n t from 
those already considered a t Sardica. Possibly there would have 
been no p r o t e s t from the orthodox i f the Arians had remained 
s a t i s f i e d w i t h i n v o l v i n g only Marcellus i n the accusations brought 
against Photinus; but t h e i r f u r t h e r attempted attack on Athanasius, 
the diajupion of orthodoxy, could not pass unchallenged. 
I n t h i s n a r r a t i v e t e x t , H i l a r y makes no d i s t i n c t i v e c o n t r i -
b u t i o n i n h i s t h i r d task o f demonstrating the h e r e t i c a l creed of 
the Arians, g i v i n g , as i t v;ere, only an i n t r o d u c t i o n t o h i s theme, 
c f . B I I , 11. 
B I I , 10 The Nice.ne Creed. • 
SUMviARY. There follov/sthe creed and anathemas signed by 318 bishops 
a t Nicaea. "We believe i n one God, the Father almighty, maker of 
t h i n g s v i s i b l e and i r j v i s i b l e , And i n one Lord iUesus C h r i s t , the 
Son o f God, begotten from'the Father, t l i a t i s , from the suostance 
of the ,Father, God from God,; L i g h t from L i g h t , t r u e God from t r u e 
God, begotten, n o t made, of one substance yi t h the Father, v/hich 
the Greeks call'Omousion', through V/hom a l l things were made, 
whether i n . heaven or on earth,- V/ho f o r us men and our s a l v a t i o n 
came down, became i n c a r n a t e , became man, suf f e r e d , and rose again 
on the t h i r d day, ascended t o the heavens, about to. come t o judge 
t h e / 
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the l i v i n g and' the dead. And i n the Holy S p i r i t . But as f o r those 
v^ ho say: 'there was, when He was not', and 'before He was born. He 
vms not' , and because "he v/as made from nothing", which the Greeks 
c a l l "ex uc onton", or saying "the changeable and a l t e r a b l e Son of 
God" i s o f a i o t h e r substance, these the c a t h o l i c and apo s t o l i c 
cBmrch anathematises. . " 
COiilENTARY. On comparison vi t h the same creed as fo'ond i n H i l . De 
Syn.84, Greg. Elib.De fide^-"-^, md L u c i f Cal. De non parcendo iQ^^^ 
"the B I I , 10 v e r s i o n shows s t r i k i n g s i m i l a r i t y v.ith t h a t of L u c i f e r . 
I n c o n t r a s t t o the others, the tw> have in.common (a) i n the f i r s t 
a r t i c l e they have only " v i s i b i l i ' j m et i n v i s i b i l i u m " while the others 
add "omnium", .(b) they omit t i e "nostram" i n "dominum lesura 
Christum", (c) i n the g e n e r a t i o n : : formula "unigenituin" i s l a c k i n g , 
(d) the completion of the I n c a r n a t i o n formula i s asyndetical (e) 
i n the l a s t anathema, .the words "mutabilem et conve r t i b i l e m " i n 
t h i s ord.er and connection are p e c u l i a r t o them. 
B I I , lO^Gregor, and L u c i f e r have a double-"sive" i n the 
c r e a t i o n formula; and vi t h the G a l l i c version^-'-^, they have "de" 
three times i n the communication formula whereas the others have 
"ex" or "ex, ex, de". 
I n the s o t e r i o l o g i c a l formula, H i l . De Syn. l i n k s the phrases 
virl'th "et",- B I I , 10 sad several others use only one " e t " , Gregor. 
and/ 
Notes. 
214. P.L. XX, 31. • 
215. C. S.E.L. 14, 247-8,.-
216. as given i n Turner, Eccl. Occid. Mon. l u r . Ant. I , 2, 174. 
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and L u c i f . have none.* 
Un l i k e the others, B I I , lO^Hil.. De Syn.,Greg, a i a L u c i f . 
understand ,the formula "of one suLstance w i t h the Father" as 
being "what the Greeks c a l l 'omousion'". 
I n c o n t r a s t t o the others, B n , lo, H i l . De Syn. and L u c i f . 
have the e s c h a t o l o g i c a l formula "venturus etc'without "unde". . 
I n the t h i r d anathema, H i l . De. Syn. alone has "quod de"; 
the others have "quia ex". H i l . De Syn. continues "non extantibas',' 
B I I , 10,Lucif., the Caec i l i a n version^-'-'^ have " n u l l i s extentioas"; 
• 218 . 
Ruf. has " n u l l i s substantibus"; Cod. Vat. reg. 1997, I s i d . , 
GaiirSpan., Prisca, Dionysius I I versions^-'"'^ have " n u l l i s 
220 
s u b s i s t e n t i b u s " ; the A t t i c a v e r s i on has " n i h i l o " . 
From a l l t h i s i t can be seen.that H i l a r y i n B I I , 10 and L u c i f . 
must have used the same Latin'Wes.tem version vhereas, during h i s 
sojourn i n the East, H i l a r y had used a Greek version of the creeS^i 
p.150 L.5 Conscripta a CCCXVIII episcopis - c f . note p.149 L.22. 
L.9 hoc e s t , de substantia p a t r i s - i t i s obvious t h a t t h i s has 
been added t o give a more precise explanation of the phrase 
"begotten- from the Father", and t o counter the p r i n c i p a l tenet of 
Arianism t h a t the Son was not of the essence of the Father but was 
created/ 
Notes. 
217. c f . Turner I . e . ' 
218. cfi Turner I . e . 
219. a l l given ,in Turner I , 2, I 7 4 - I 7 7 , 252sq. 
220. c f . Turner I . e . 
221. c f . the d i f f e r e n c e s between B I I , 10 and De Syn. 84. 
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created out o f nothing. The Arians were q u i t e v / i l l i n g t o confess 
the Son as begotten, from the Father so long as they were allowed 
t o i n t e r p r e t the d i v i n e generation as a d e f i n i t e and exter n a l act 
222 
o f the Father's w i l l . I n h i s w r i t i n g s , Arius strenuously and 
repeatedly asserted t h a t Father and Son were a l i e n i n substance and 
t h a t the Son was' not from the Father but came i n t o existence out 
of nothingness. I n t h i s he was follov/ed by hi s si pportersje .g. 
i n h i s l e t t e r t o Paulinus of Tyre223, Eusebius of Nicomedia 
expressly denies t h a t the Son i s begotten' from the substance of 
the Father. 
I t was i h con t r a s t t o t h i s ih at the orthodox asserted t h a t tae 
Son s h a r e d . f u l l y i n ' t h e d i v i n e essence and'emphasised t h i s by t h e i r 
f u r t h e r statement t h a t the Son was .of the same aibstance as the 
224 
Father ( L . l l ) . 
p.150 L.IO deum verum de deo vero - according t o Athanasius^^^, 
A r i u s had asserted t h a t the Word i s not true God, and t h a t , i f He 
i s c a l l e d God, ^ e i s nevertheless not t r u e God, but i s God by 
favour, l i k e a l l the others, and i s c a l l e d so i n name only. I n 
co n t r a s t to t h i s , the Nicene creed asserts t h a t both Father and 
Son are t r u l y God., . • ' 
Notes. 
222. e.g. i n h i s fajnous l e t t e r to Alexander and i n h i s "Thalia", 
c f . Ath. De Syn.155 Or. c. A r . I , 6, 9. • 
223-. Theod. H.E. I , 6. ' 
224. The phrase i t s e l f was not e n t i r e l y new but had been already 
used towards the close of the t h i r d century by Theognostus 
i n h i s "Hypotyposes". c f . Ath. De Decret. Nic. syn. 25. 
225. Or. c. Ar. I , "6. 
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natum, non factum - t o the Arians, "begotten" and "made" were, 
f o r a l l ' p r a c t i c a l purposes, synonymous terms. They vrould not 
admit a b i r t h of the Son i n any r e a l sense but maintained t h a t the 
V/ord was a creature ^ AHio had been brought i n t o existence out o f 
no t h i n g by the d i v i n e decree. The orthodsx, on the other hand,, 
here give the word "begotten" i t s f u l l and proper meaning. 
L . l l unius.substantiae cum patre, quod Graeci dicunt 'omousion' -
through t h i s d e c l a r a t i o n the orthodox completely reversed the 
Arisn' p o s i t i o n by a s s e r t i n g the f u l l d e i t y of the Son, ana i t was 
t h e r e f o r e t o be expected t h a t t h i s should be the esoecial object 
of a t t a c k on-the p a r t o f the Arians. They argaed t h a t the word 
"homoousios" was n o t found i n Scripture and as such, i t was a 
226 
r e v o l u t i o n a r y procedure to introduce i t i n t o a creed. Further-
, more, i t had a bad h i s t o r y f o r i t s use had been condemned by the 
c o u n c i l of Antioch 268 against Paul of Samosata. 
I n h i s works Athanasius answers both these charges. To the 
f . i r s t he replies^^"^ t h a t i f the word i t s e l f i s not foijna i n 
S c r i p t u r e , "the d o c t r i n e is^^®. To the seoD nd, he argues^^"^ .ithat, 
w h i l e Paul of Samosata used the word i n one sense, Arius denied i t 
i n another. There i s no doubt t h a t the orthodox would have 
p r e f e r r e d a S c r i p t u r a l terra but they discovered- t h a t the Arians 
i n t e r p r e t e d every S c r i p t u r a l term suggested t o s u i t t h e i r own 
t h e o r i e s / 
Notes. 
226. Ath. De Syn. 36 contends t h a t the Arians themselves had set 
the e x a i B o l e i n t h i s respect. 
227. De Decret. Nic. syn. 21. 
228. c f . A IX, 1 p.96 L.2. 
229. De Syn. 43sq. 
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t h e o r i e s ; they were also av^are of the S a b e l l i a n i s i n g tendency of 
the word but r e a l i s e d ih at only through i t s use could they secure 
a d i r e c t condemnation o f Arianism. 
•L.ll,12 per quem omnia f a c t a s u n t - according t o Gwatkin^^^, e i t h e r 
'^C TdTToLNTc^ y'fvfVojOr 33 me equivalent clause, i s found i n every 
formula, o f the Nicene period,except the sirmian manifesto of 357} 
the c«G€.<r-i s o f Athanasius, and the confessions o f Adamantius and 
Germinius. 
L.I35I4 incamatus e s t , homo factus est - not only d i d Arianism 
deny t r u e d i v i n i t y t o the Person of the Lord, i t also took away His 
t r u e humanity. "Now t h a t the Logos was so f a r degraded, a human 
s p i r i t was unnecessary, and only introduced the needless d i f f i c u l t y 
of the union o f two . f i n i t e s p i r i t s i n one person^^l. go the Logos 
was. sL mply u n i t e d d i r e c t l y t o a human body. To coanteract t h i s , 
the orthodox combine "homo f a c t u s " w i t h "incarnatus" t o show t h a t 
C h r i s t took something more than, a mere h^ oman body. 
L.I6 e r a t , quando non e r a t - "there was" when the Son existed only 
p o t e n t i a l l y Crvjvo<.|iev ) i n the Father's counsel i . e . the Father a l 
i s God, and the Son i s so c a l l e d only i n a lower sense^^^. The 
A r i a n s / 
Notes. 
230. Studies TD.23 n . l , 
231. Domer I I , 243. 
232. A r i u s i n h i s "Thalia". Ath. Or. c. Ar.6. 
one 
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Arians were subtle enough never to say e x p l i c i t l y "there v/as a TIKIS 
when the Son was n o t " b i t constructed t h e i r arguments as though 
they had i n s e r t e d it^^^. 
Somev/hat the same idea i s contained i n the second anathema 
2^ 4 
"Before He was begotten,. He v/as n o t " * 
L.17) 18 ex n u l l i s e x t a n t i b u s . . . a l i a substantia - the Arians 
asserted t h a t the Son v/as not born of, the substance of the Father 
,biit made from n o t h i n g l i k e the other creatures. They held t h a t -
generation of a Son of the same substance as the .Father aestroye'd 
the s i n g u l a r i t y of God^^-^. ' Later t h i s ^hrase becane the watcnword 
of the Amomoeans -or "Exoukontians ,,236 
L.I9 rautabilem et c o n v e r t i b i l e m f i l i u m d e i - i n h i s Thalia, Arius 
asserted: "By nature the Word Himself, l i k e a l l others, i s csjiable 
of change, but He remains good by His ovm .act of w i l l , so lon^- as 
He v / i l l s to be so. But when He w i l l s so, He can change, exactly 
as we can, f o r He i s of a mutable nature"; and again : "He i s not 
incapable of change l i k e the Father, but H6 i s by natui'e mutable, 
l i k e the creatures^-^"^. , 
This idea of m u t a b i l i t y may have been part o f what Arius 
learned/ 
Notes. 
233. c f . Ath^ c. Ar. I , 14. 
234. c f . Ath.' De Syn.16. Epiph. Haer. 69, 6. 
235. c f . H i l . De Syn. 64. 
236. c f . Ath. De Syn. 31. 
237. c f . Ath. Or. c. Ar. I , 5? 9 and also compare Alexander's 
e n c y c l i c a l l e t t e r i n Socr. H.E. I , 6. 
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learned from Lucian of Antioch. But vfcereas the Antiochenes used 
i t of the Lord' humanity, Arius applied i t t o h i s created 'logos', 
v7ho can and must loe changeable p r e c i s e l y because'he i s created. 
; CQI'TCLUSIOM. I n i s s u i n g t h i s creed to be the sole t e s t of orthodox/ 
f o r a l l the. bishops of Christendom, the Nicene c o u n c i l had ta-\en a 
r e v o l u t i o n a r y step and i t s acceptance by a l l , Dat a very fev;, of 
the bishops there present, gained at least.en e x t e r n a l v i c t o r y f o r 
Cons t a n t i n e and the orthodox'party. Arianis-n see.ned so u t t e r l y 
defeated t h a t i t s adherents had to conceal t h e i r r e a l b e l i e f f o r 
many years, viiereas the advantage t o the orthodox cause i n securing 
t h i s d e c i s i o n i n i t s favour-was immense. Henceforth i n the 7/est 
the Nicene d e c i s i o n was regarded as the f i n a l a u t h o r i t y i n the con-
t r o v e r s y , and even i n the East t h i s was t r u e t o a c e r t a i n extent. 
A few years a f t e r the Council, however, i t became obvious 
t h a t the v i c t o r y gained at Nicaea was not so complete as i t had 
f i r s t seemed. The o l d misgivings, which the conservatives voiced 
at the Council, once more came to the f o r e , and i t v/as not u n t i l , 
a f t e r many a weary s t r u g g l e , those same- conservatives r e a l i s e d t h a t 
•> > c only i n the "-^K T * | S O « J O - I C < S "and the " o^ooucr-/o s " d i d they 
have a secure-' defence against Arian n o n - s c r i p t u r a l expressions, 
t h a t Arianism was f i n a l l y vanquished at the c o u n c i l of 
Cors t a n t i n o p l e 3 8 I . 
The discussion as t o the exact basis of the Kicene creed may 
be b r i e f l y mentioned. I t was f o r long maintained t h a t the creed 
o f / 
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of Nicaea represented simply the l o c a l creed, of Caesarea revised 
i n the l i g h t of the Emperor's i n s t r u c t i o n s ^ ^ ^ . But the nuunerous 
and r 8 . d i c a l divergences between these two creeds raised grave 
doubts about t h i s theory, and the mcr e recent opinion i s t i at i t s 
basis vras some l o c a l -baptismal creed of Syro-Palestinian provenance 
. ' 240 i n t o ^nhich the Nicene keyvrords were somev/hat av/l-nvardly i n t e r p o l a t e d . 
B I I , 11 N a r r a t i v e Text. 
SUijiMAEY. (1) A comparis) n of the creeds reveals the f a l s i t y of 
the h e r e t i c s and commends the f u l l and p e r f e c t f a i t h of the iTicene 
creed concerning Father and Son i n the Godhead. (2) The author of 
the n a r r a t i v e t e x t demonstrates and condemns the deceits of the 
Arians v j i t h regard t o the phrases "deus ex deo" and "priniogenitus" 
and expounds the proper i n t e r p r e t a t i o n t o be given t o the phrase 
"primogenitus omnis creaturae". ' (A-) Ke asserts t h a t , v/hereas the 
h e r e t i c a l ideas of the Arians promote d i v i s i o n i n the T r i n i t y , ( 5 ) 
the Nicene e x p o s i t i o n preserves t h e , T r i n i t y i n a l l i t s f u l l n e s s . 
Then he explains some o f the phrases and anathemas i n the Nicene 
creed . (6) F i n a l l y he describes how Athanasius, a deacon at 
Nicaea/ 
Notes. • 
238. c f . Hort. "Tv/o D i s s e r t a t i o n s " p.54sq. Bum " I n t r o d u c t i o n to 
the Creeds" and "The G o m c i l of Nicaea". 
239. c f . H. Lietzmann Z.N.T.W XXIV, (1925) p.l96sq. K e l l y "Early 
C h r i s t i a n Greeds p.217sq. 
240. c f . Lietzmann 1. c. 203sq. 
- 357 -
Nicaea and afterv;ards bishop of Alexandria, had v a l i a n t l y upheld 
the Nicene creed, vanquished the Arian pestilence i n the whole of 
Egypt and been f a l s e l y accused f o r t h i s . F a i t h f u l judges, however, 
had declared him innocent, and H i l a r y t h i n k s i t w i l l be of much 
advantage" i f the d e c l a r a t i o n of the synod of Sardica t o Constantius 
i s knovm. 
24 T 
GOIiIiv'IENTARY. I n t h i s s e c t i o n H i l a r y • continues h i s t h i r d aim " v i z . 
c r i t i c i s m o f the creed of the opponents of Athanasius. 
p.151 L.2 Fides f i d e i conparata - i . e . comparison of an orthodox 
creed, such as t h a t of Nicaea, w i t h a h e r e t i c a l one l i k e t h a t of 
Eastern Sardica. H i l a r y declares t h a t through t h i s i s revealed 
the s u b t l e t y of the Arians i n concealing h e r e t i c a l ideas under the 
guise of orthodox expressions, c f . Greg. E l i b . De f i d e 1.' 
L.5) 6 i n v i o l a b i l i . .connectitur - c f . p.149 L..I85-2I. 
L.6 haec - i . e . the h e r e t i c a l creed. 
L . 9 - I I f i l i u m substantia..de quo est - c f . the A r i a n "erat, 
quando non erat"., H i l . De Syn. 64; Greg. E l i b . De f i d e 4; Ath. 
De Decretis I I I , 6. 
Notes. 
241. c f . B I I , 9 p.147 L.23. 
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L . l l non conceptum - t h i s would r e f e r only t o h i s human b i r t h ana 
not t o His e t e r n a l generation. 
L.12sq. At vero etc - c f . Phoebad. c. A r r . '; l*Greg. E l i b . De f i d e 
r 1 
3; 2. Phoeb. c. A r r . 3 " i n hac sua p e r f i d i a , non f i d e " . 
L.13,14- v i r u s suum.. .obscurat - c f . such "apologetic" creeds as the 
4 t h Antioch and Eastern Sardican . While not A r i a n , by t h e i r 
omission of theCK-r^^ o o c - i o c s and the o y o o ocr/o s. they represent-
ed a departure from the Nicene creed and a r e t u r n 'to the t r a d i -
t i o n a l theology of the Eastern Church. The Eusebians were thus 
able t o avoid the scandal which the issue of d i s t i n c t i v e l y Arian 
creeds would have aroused, and the extremists among them achieved 
t h e i r purpose through g i v i n g A r i a n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s to these 
ambiguous creeds. 
L.14,l5 dicens "deum de deo, lumen ex lumine" - c f . the Nicene 
creed, a l s o B I I , 9 p.147 L.25sq. 
L.15.-17 u t per occasionem. . e x t i t e r i t - c f . H i l . De Syn. 84. 
Though' seeming t o acknowledge the words of the Nicene creed, they 
ye t i n f a c t deny the t r u e generation of the Son of '3od from the 
substance/ 
Notes. 
•24'2. A IV, 2. 
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siaibstance of God the Father, a s s e r t i n g t h a t He was made God and 
L i g h t only by the act and w i l l of God. 
Ii,.17,l8 ac s i c . . f i l i u s - i t i s an i n s u l t t o the Father i n making 
the d i v i n e generation an act of the Father's w i l l ana not from n i s 
substance, and t o the Son i n making Him i n f e r i o r t o the Father. 
D e n i a l of e t e r n i t y t o the Son a f f e c t s the d i v i n i t y of the Father. 
cf. p.15"^ L.16,17. • 
L.lb o r t u s ex n i h i l o - c f . p.l50 L.17,l8- H i l . De S^ -n. 83. 
L.lSsq. i n " p r i m o g e n i t i " etc - the Arians used Paul's phrase t o 
prove that,-though h o l d i n g the unique p o s i t i o n of being f i r s t oom, 
the Son v;as none' the less a creature, and, though p r i o r to the 
world, was y e t , . l i k e the v/orld, subject t o time and not. eternal^'^^. 
Consequently, when C h r i s t was bom i n time from Mary, He l e f t behind| 
244 
what He had before, namely His d i v i n i t y 
L.I9 creandis - the t 4 x t i s corrupt here. A has "c r e a n t i s " . 
Coustant suggests " c r e a t i s " . But -"creandis", the reading proposed 
245 
by Marx ^, seems the b e s t . c f . Greg. E l i D . De f i d e 2: "nec non et 
primogenitus t o t i u s creaturae, quasi i n ordine factorum primogenitus] 
habeatur, ut ex eo seriem quandam CRSAITDIS mundi rebus assignent". 
Notes. 
243. c f . Ath. De Decret. I l l , 7sq. Theod. I , 4,5. 
244. c f . Ath. De Decret. I l l , 14. 
2^5. TMbing. Theol. Quartal. LXXXVIII(1906) p.391. 
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p.152 L.l s q . d i s s o l v a t u r etc - c f . Phoeb. c.Arr. 9. 
L.3sq. Quin etiam' etc - i n t h i s passage Pl i l a r y r e f u t e s the Ar i a n 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the phrase ''priraogenitus omnls creaturae", and 
demonstrates how i t s meaning has been corrupted through removal 
from i t s ODntext.cf. H i l . De T r i n . V I I I , 49sq. Phoeb. c.Arr.21. 
L.14sq. "imago" ergo etc - the Son'can not be subject t o time; 
t h i s i s an idea unworthy of Him Who i s the image of the i n v i s i D l e 
God. Likewise the Son i s not a creature f o r the phrase "priaio-
genitum oranis creaturae" i s explained b^'- the next clause "quia i n 
ipso c o n s t i t u t a sunt omnia i n c a e l i s et i n t e r r a " i . e . He i s f i r s t 
bom of every creature because He i s "the focus of the cosinic 
system, the c o n s t i t u t i v e p r i n c i p l e of u n i v e r s a l l i f e ^ ^ ^ . 
p.153 L.2sq. ubi'enim etc - c f . p.149 L.12sq. Falsely do the 
Arians confess t h e i r b e l i e f i n the T r i n i t y , because, by a s s e r t i n g 
t h a t the Father, Son and S p i r i t are of diffei-^ent substances, they 
d i v i d e the T r i n i t y and destroy i t s u n i t y . Dishonour i s done n o t 
only t o the Son but also t o the S p i r i t ^Hho i s held t o be of a 
t h i r d substance, d i f f e r e n t from both the Father and the Son. 
L.11-13 'unum' ambo..utroque - c f . B I I , 9 p.148 L.20,21 
" c o n t i n e t u r / 
Notes. 
246. Kennedy "The Theology of the E p i s t l e s " p.153. 
• - 361 -
" c o n t i n e t u r f i d e s n o s t r a i n p a t r i s et f i l i i nominibus personis4ue 
deus unus". Both are one i n substance, but each i s one i n parson. 
There i s one God, but tv/o Persons^^'i^. 
p.153 L.I3-I6 deum verum..uterque unum - c f . the Arian i n t e r p r e t a -
t i o n p.151 L.14sq; Greg. E l i b . De f i d e 7: "nos autem Patrem et 
F i l i u m i t a nominaraus, u t unum Deam i n h i s personis et nominibas 
consigTiemus". 
L.I7 natum vero, non factum - c f . B I I , 10 p.l50 L.IO. Since the 
Son i s also God, t h i s proves t h a t He i s "K'oimi from the Father, not 
made from nothing, because the form and v i r t u e of things born i s 
t h a t of t h e i r o r i g i n . His i s a t r u e b i r t h from the substance of 
the Father, God of God, and ther e f o r e He i s also e t e r n a l . 
L.26sq. essentia enim etc - c f . H i l . De Syn. 12:- "Essentia est 
res quae e s t , v e l ex quibus est, et quae i n eo quod .naneat s a b s i s t i t 
..Proprie autem essentia i d c i r c o est d i c t a , quia semper est"; Phoe'b.| 
c. A r r . 7: "Substantia enim d i c i t u r i d quod semper ex sese est; hoc 
est, quod propi-ia i n t r a se v i r t u t e s u b s i s t i t " . 
p.154- L.11,12 ' immutabilis' e t ' i n c o n v e r t i b i l i s ' - the Arians 
declared t h a t the Son was a l t e r a b l e ^ ^ ^ . Alexander, however, i n 
h i s / 
Notes. 
247. The meaning becomes clear, i f "deus" i s ins e r t e d a f t e r "unus" 
L.I3. For purposes of e l u c i d a t i o n Coustant (col.656/7 note 
( f ) ) gives "unum ambo, et uterque unum. St i n Patrem unum, 
quia unus p e r s o n a l i nomine P a t r i s . Et i n F i l i u m unum, quia 
unus est de uno (o r "quia unus est personali nomine F i l i i ) , 
Et i n Deura unum, quia unus est de utroque". 
248. c f . Ath. De Syn. 15. Arius indeed, i n h i s l e t t e r t o Alexander 
(Ath. De Syn.16) professed the Son to be "unalterable and 
.••'•unchangeable" but vrL-th the a l l - i m p o r t a n t q u a l i f i c a t i o n "at 
.His' ovm w i l l / 
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h i s l e t t e r t o Alexander of Byzantiura^'^9 asserted t h a t the Son was 
"unchangeable and unalterable", and the Lucianic creed^^^ used the 
•p^'l 
saine phrase i n a d i r e c t a t t a c k upon Arianisra . 
As used here, i t i s a denial of the A r i a n " T^dTTTOS K ^ i i 
^XXov u i - r o s " and proves t h a t the Son, i n becoming man, brought 
g l o r y t o c o r r u p t i o n r a t h e r than dishonour t o e t e m i t y ^ ^ ^ * 
L.13sq..anathema autem etc - c f . B I I , 10 and p.151 L.17)l8' 
By denying the e t e r n i t y of the Son, the Arians v i o l a t e the d e i t y 
of the Father. . • 
L.20 auctor - i . e . Athanasius played the leading r o l e , not i n the 
f o r m u l a t i o n , but i n the propagation of the Nicene creed. 
L.20, 21 et Arrianam. . v i c e r a t - the bishops of Egypt had signed t o 
a man the decisions o f Western Sardica and Atlianasius had received 
a magnificent welcome on h i s r e t u r n from e x i l e i n 346^ -^^  . But 
str o n g as was h i s h o l d on Egypt on h i s r e t u r n from e x i l e , i t 
increased vrtth every ssing year, and by the time of h i s t h i r d 
e x i l e / 
Notes. 
249. Theod. I , 4. 
250. Hil.De Syn.. 29. 
251. c f . also H i l . De Syn.33; Ath.c. Gentes 41,46,47; Or.I,' 26; 
I I , 33; I I I , 11; Greg. E l i b . De f i d e 8; Ambr. De f i d e o r t h . 
8; Leo Tome 2,3. 
252. The sentence loses some^ of i t s meaning and purport i f Cbustantjs| 
suggestion i s adopted of i n s e r t i n g " p r a e d i c a t u r i n Nicaeno 
symbolo" a f t e r " u t " L.12. I t seems b e t t e r t o understand 
"est" before " f i l i u s " L.12. 
253. c f . Ath. Apol. c.Ar.50; H i s t . Ar.25sq. 
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e x i l e ( i n 356) very l i t t l e i s heard of Arians except i n Alexandria 
i t s e l f ; the "Arians" of the r e s t of Egypt being the reiimant of 
ii i e Meletians^^^. . His powerful p o s i t i o n i s w e l l i l l u s t r a t e d from 
the d i f f i c u l t i e s v\rhich Constantius encountered i n t r y i n g t o remove 
him from h i s see^^^. I n .his c. Const., H i l a r y praises the devo-
t i o n of a l l the, Egyptians, except the Alexandrine h e r e t i c Georgius, 
t o the 'homousion'. 
L.22, 23 res -nostea. . s e n t e n t i i s - t h i s i s doubtless a reference 
t o the d e c i s i o n passed by" Western Sardica concerning Athanasius. 
"Postea" - i . e . a f t e r Nicaea 325. 
L.24,25 ad Constant i uiii. . o r a t i o - c f . B I I , 2 p.129 L.l5sq. Tnis 
i s a reference t o the l e t t e r which has been preserved under the 
t i t l e "Liber 1 ad Constantium". , For long i t v/as consiaerec 
l o s t and we owe i t s rediscovery t o the work of Wilmart257 
CONCLUa:ON. This n a r r a t i v e t e x t shows remarkable s i m i l a r i t y w i t h 
passages i n other words of H i l a r y , f o r example, h i s "De Synodis" ana 
"De T r i n i t a t e " , and may thus be adduced as f u r t h e r proof of H i l a r y ' s 
authorship of the C o l l e c t i o n . The thoughts t o which i t gives 
expression are i n conformity vi t h f o u r t h century 'Wicene' theology, 
and/ 
Notes. 
254. 'cf. Ath. H i s t . Ar.78. Ep. L I I I . 
255. c f . Ath.-Apol. de fuga 24. Fest.Ind.XXVII. H i s t . A c e p h . I I l . 
256. c f . Feder p . l S l s q . 
257. i n Rev. Ben. XXIV, I907. 
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and are echoed,in other orthodox w r i t e r s of the time. I t s main 
purpose i s t o reveal the i r r e s p o n s i b l e use made by the Arians of 
i s o l a t e d t e x t s and phrases, t o confute the conclusions thus reached 
by reference t o the real coiotext, and by comparison, t o enhance the 
t r u t h of the Nicene creed, and so radc e c l e a r t o a l l the innocence 
of Athanasius, the champion of orthodoxy. 
As preserved i n t h i s c o l l e c t i o n , i t i s of OD urse incomplete 
( c f . p.154 L.24,25 n o t e ) . 
Though n o t apparent a t f i r s t ^ ^ ^ , i t now becomesLlear t h a t the-, 
group of documents given i n B I I has close connection iii t h the 
Preface B I . I n B . I , the author had stated t h a t h i s f i r s t aim was 
to show t h a t what was inv o l v e d was not j u s t a personal issue of 
favour towards a man ( v i z Ath'anasius) but something of greater 
consequence, namely, a confession of f a i t h ( v i z the Nicene creed). 
I n B I I , he connects to t h the personal issue and the creed by deal-
i n g w i t h the case of Athanasius i n three stages. F i r s t of a l l , by 
r e l y i n g on the Sardican decrees, he proves t h a t the charges b r o u j i t 
against Athanasius a t Aries can not be defended. Secondly he shows 
t h a t the Marcellus-Photinus question gives no occasion f o r an 
attack on Athanasius,. T h i r d l y he proceeds t o a c r i t i c i s m o f the 
creed of the opponents of Athanasius because he asserts t h a t , i n 
a t t a c k i n g the U shop of Ale xandria, they automatically decried the 
creed # i i c h he defended; and the author of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t has 
an easy task i n demonstrating the s u p e r i o r i t y of the Nicene creed 
over the creeds of the h e r e t i c s . 
Notes. 
258. • c f . B I I , 1 Conclusion. 
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Series B I I I , 1 L e t t e r of L i b e r i u s t o the Eastern bishops. 357• 
SULfclARY. A f t e r r e c e p t i o n of t h e i r l e t t e r ' c o n c e r n i n g Athanasius, 
which had been addressed t o J u l i u s , he had sent the presbyters 
Lucius, Paulus and Helianus to Alexandria to ask Athanasius to come 
to Rome f o r a personal i n q u i r y i n t o h i s case. He had also sent w i t h 
them a l e t t e r warning him t h a t , i f he d i d not come to Rome, he would 
be placed outside the communion of the Roman church. On t h e i r 
r e t u r n the presbyters announced tlriat he refused t o come. F i n a l l y , 
on r e c e i p t o f t h e i r - l e t t e r sent to him, he now w r i t e s to inform them 
t h a t he has peace w i t h thera and has broken o f f a l l coiii-nunion w i t h 
Athanasius. 
COMMENTARY. This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n H i l a r y ' s work. 
I n a d d i t i o n to the Fab er-C oust ant e d i t i o n , i t has been edi t e d by 
Bar. Ad ann. 352 n X I I , B i n i u s I , 466,. Ed.regia I I I , 140sq., Labbe-
Cossart I I , 752, G o l e t i I I , 807, Mansi I I I , 208. 
p.155 L"4 ad Orientales episcopos -. these would seem to be more 
wide l y r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the Eastern episcopate than those mentioned 
i n B V I I , 8 who are a s p e c i a l group of important Eastern bishops 
attached to the Court.cf, L.5?6 "universis per Orientem c o n s t i t u t i s " 
and p.169 L.2, "cum omnibus vobis et cum u n i v e r s i s episcopis 
O r i e n t a l i b u s " . 
L.6 L i b e r i u s episcopus u r b i s Romae - even i n e x i l e and despite the 
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i n t r u s i o n o f F e l i x , L i b e r i u s s t i l l regarded himself as the r i g h t f u l 
b i d i o p of Rome.cf.B V I I , 10 p.172 L.2sq. 
L.7, a l i t t e r a s c a r i t a t i s vestrae - t h i s i s probably the l e t t e r 
r e f e r r e d t o i n A V I I p.90 L.11,12. I f so, some d e t a i l s of Li o e r i u s * 
r e p l y (P.90 L.15) t o the Easterns at t h a t time may be oDnjectured 
from B I I I , 1 e.g. h i s proposal t o send the three presbyters to 
summon Athanasius to Rome f o r a f i l l i n q u i r y . 
L.8 ceterorum - e.g. Ossius a i d other orthodox bishops who had 
played a prominent p a r t i n the c o i t r o v e r s y . 
L.8,9 ad nomen l u l i i ' - w i t h the renewal of the struggle against 
Athanasius, h i s opponents would n a t u r a l l y be anxious to secure a l l 
possible support. Hence t h e i r reason f o r writirfe' to various bi shops 
a t t h i s time,cf«Ath. H i s t . Ar. 1, 32. Apol. c. Ar. 1, 2. Neverthe-
less t h e i r l e t t e r t o J u l i u s causes s u r p r i s e . I n view of h i s a c t i o n 
a t Rome i n 341, they.'..could .not expect much suppoit, unless, perhaps, 
fhey were hoping t h a t the change i n the p o l i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n had also 
a f f e c t e d J u l i u s ' outlook on the question of Athanasius."^ 
L.9 l u l i i - J u l i u s died on 12th A p r i l 352. 
Notes. 
1. The d e c e i t -shown i n so many instances' by the Arians might even 
support the conjecture t h a t i t had been w r i t t e n on the Easterns 
hearing of J u l i u s ' imminent death i n the hope of " s t e a l i n g a 
march" while the a f f a i r s of the Roman'diurch were i n an 
u n s e t t l e d and u n c e r t a i n c o n d i t i o n . 
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l i . 9 secutus t r a d i t i o n e m maiorum - cf, the r e l a t i o n s of Dionysius of 
Rome and Dionysius of Alfixandria;" also J u l i u s , i n h i s l e t t e r , 
c l a i m i n g a s p e c i a l r e l a t i o n of h i s see w i t h that of Alexandria. 
I n the case of the two D i o n y s i i , there i s no p o s i t i v e evidence 
to support the assumption of j u r i s d i c t i o n of the bishop of Rome over 
the bishop of AJexandria; . r a t h e r does i t resemble "the request of 
one co-timstee t o another f o r an explanation of the l a t t e r ' s a c t i o n 
i n a matter concerning t h e i r common t r u s t " . 
Having t h i s as precedent, however, J u l i u s , i n h i s l e t t e r , claims 
t h a t , w h i l e i n the case of bishops of at)ostolic sees, the canon 
re q u i r e s t h a t questions r e l a t i n g to them should be r e f e r r e d to the 
episcopate as a whole, i n a case concerning the bishop of Alexandria 
sudi a u t h o r i t y should be reserved to the Roman see. I f the canons 
ascribed t o the Dedication c o u n c i l of Antioch 34-1 belong to t h a t 
c o u n c i l , No.15 may be regarded as an answer to t h i s . ^ 
On -Qie other hand, the co u n c i l o f Western Sardica o f f e r e d t o a 
bishop condemned by h i s colleagues opportunity of reconsideration 
4-
under the d i r e c t i o n of the Roman see . 
As f o r Athanasius' viev; on the subject: i n h i s w r i t i n g s he 
speaks of the bishops of Rome as h i s beloved brothers,and f e l l o w -
m i n i s t e r s , and welcomes t h e i r sympathy aaid support, but there i s no 
I n d i c a t i o n / 
Notes. 
2. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 35. ' 
3. Canon 15 declares t h a t " i f a bishop accused of c e r t a i n offences 
has been t r i e d by the bishops of the province and a l l have 
unanimously given sentence against him, he may not be t r i e d 
again by others but the unanimous decision of the bishops of the 
province must ho l d good. 
•4. Canons I I I and V I I . 
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i n d i c a t i o n t h a t he ever thought of them as having any j u r i s d i c t i o n 
5 
over him . 
I t i s obvious t h a t , i n asking Athanasius t o come t o Rome, 
Li b e r i u s i s r e l y i n g on t i e a u t h o r i t y of h i s predecessor J u l i u s , but 
i t i s eq u a l l y obvious t h a t t h i s could be only an i n v i t a t i o n ^ and not 
a command. Even the Sardican canons would not j u s t i f y a com.nand. 
A s i m i l a r phrase i s used i n L i b e r i u s ' l e t t e r A V I I p.91 L.IO. 
L.IO Luciura, Paulum et Helianum - not h i n g more i s laiown of these 
three presbyters. 
e l a t e r e - t h i s phrase i s used i n canon V I I of Western Sardica and 
may suggest t h a t L i b e r i u s has t h i s .in. mind. 
L i 12 de ecclesiae d i s c i p l i n a - i . e . i f he i s found g u i l t y , he w i l l 
be excommunicated, but i f innocent, he w i l l be established f i r . n l y 
i n h i s see. , 
,L.13sq l i t t e r a s etiam etc ' - t h i s l e t t e r i s not now extant. Liberius| 
does not cla i m t h a t t h i s excommunication would be v a l i d f o r the 
whole Church but only f o r the church of Rome and he i s e v i d e n t l y 
u sing t h i s t h r e a t as compensation f o r h i s i n a b i l i t y to compel 
Athanasius/ 
Notes. 
5. c f E p i s t . Syn. ad Afros 1. 
6. c f , J u l i u s I n v i t i n g the Eusebians t o come to Rome f o r a f u l l 
i n q u i r y i n t o the case. Ath. Apol. c . A r . 20sq. 
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Athanasius to come t o Rome. Events proved t h a t t h i s t h r e a t was not 
f u l f i l l e d u n t i l the time when L i b e r i u s was i n e x i l e . 
I n t h i s connection, i t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t i n h i s l e t t e r t o the 
Kmperor (A V I I ) , L i b e r i u s n e i t h e r condemns nor acq^uits Athanasius 
i . e . p r i o r t o h i s e x i l e , h i s p o s i t i o n was one o f absolute n e u t r a l i t y 
and so s t r o n g l y d i d he f e e l about t h i s t h a t he was w i l l i n g t o pay 
f - 7 the 'price of e x i l e r a t h e r than s a c r i f i c e h i s n e u t r a l i t y . This 
agrees also viith B V I I , 8 v\3iere he declares t h a t , though n e i t h e r 
su p p o r t i n g nor condemning, he had yet demanded a f a i r t r i a l f o r 
Athanasius and i t was only when he knevr t h a t the;'' had j u s t l y con-
demned him, t h a t he too acquiesced i n t h i s condermiation. 
This, t h r e a t of excommunication might w e l l be regarded as a 
customary phrase, o f t e n added to a summons and not meant very 
seriously,cf»v;hen summoning the Easterns, J u l i u s a-opointed a day 
" t h a t they might e i t h e r come or consider themselves as altogether 
o • 
suspected persons" . 
p.155 L«15) l6 r e v e r s i i g i t u r . . venire noluisse - apart from any 
other c o n s i d e r a t i o n , Athanasius would be f r i g h t e n e d to leave h i s see 
at t h i s time (352/3) l e s t hi® opponents should take advanta^'e of 
h i s absence to i n t r u d e one o f t h e i r puppets,cf,the new attacks 
being made upon him. Ath. Apol. ad Const.19. 
Notes. 
7. Though t e c h n i c a l l y L i b e r i u s remained n e u t r a l , h i s r e f u s a l to 
condemn Athanasius .would, of course, be generally regarded as 
s u b s t a n t i a l evidence of support, 'de f a c t o ' . 
8. Ath. Plis t . Ar. 11. 
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L.l6 denique - . i t may s a f e l y be asserted t h a t on'this word hinges 
the a u t h e n t i c i t y of t h i s l e t t e r ^ . I f "denique" i s taken i n a 
l o g i c a l , r a t h e r than a temporal, sense, then the f i n a l p a r t of the 
l e t t e r must be r e f e r r e d to the same period o f time as the events 
mentioned i n the f i r s t p a r t i . e . the beginning of L i b e r i u s ' 
episcopate; v/hich makes nonsense of i t , because the reason f o r 
L i b e r i u s ' e x i l e was simply h i s r e f u s a l t o condemn Athanasius. To 
i n t e r p r e t the l e t t e r c o r r e c t l y , t h e r e f o r e , the "denique" must be 
taken i n a temporal sense, as indicating- the passage of a period of 
time between what precedes and what- f o l l o w s ; the e x i l e l e t t e r s 
given i n B f I I i n d i c a t e t h a t t h i s excommunication of Athanasius can 
have taken place only i n 357-
So, the f i r s t p a r t of. the l e t t e r (L.7-L.I6) describes events 
t a k i n g place' c.352, w h i l e the second (L.16-L.22) r e f e r s to events 
happening- i n the yeai? 357 >• o m i t t i n g completely what has taken place 
i n the int e r ^ a l " ! ; ^ 
,L.17 l i t t e r a s c a r i t a t i s vestrae - t h i s does not r e f e r to the l e t t e r 
mentioned i n L.7, 8, but to a l a t e r one-^ -^  addressed not to J u l i u s , 
but to L i b e r i u s (L.17} I8 ad nos). 
Notes. 
9. For f u l l e r discussion^ see section on the L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s . 
10. cf. L i b e r i u s ' epitaph, vh ere the resistance of L i b e r i u s and h i s 
departure f o r e x i l e are eloquently portrayed, and then 
immediately and a b r u p t l y there f o l l o w s h i s entry i n t o heaven, 
w i t h not a word of the happenings i n the l a s t twelve years or 
so of h i s episcopate. Then, a f t e r t h i s , there f o l l o w s a verbose 
d e s c r i p t i o n " of the heavenly gihory i n t o which he. has entered and 
the miraculous powers he henceforth enjoys. 
11. cf.B V I I , 8. 
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L.19sq,rae cum omnibus etc - cf.B V I I , 8,10,11. 
L.21 sive ecclesiae Romanae - see note on L.6. 
B I I I , 2 Narrative, t e x t . 
3 
• 
SUitffliilARY. VJhile they rejoice to condemn the bishop of Rome,Potamius 
and Epictetus would not l i s t e n to t h i s , nor had Fortunatian any more 
success when he sent, the S8;ne l e t t e r to various bishops. But a 
l e t t e r from a l l Eg^^pt and Alexandria gave v/arning that, so long as 
the Sardican decisions remained in v i o l a b l e , t h i s exco;Ti.nunication of 
Athanasius would rather be burdensome and dangerous to Liberius. 
Just as Julius had been advised to restore communion to the exiled 
Athanasius, so now Liberius was advised to preserve t h i s com.nunion. 
CQMi'yIENTARY. ' p.155 L.24,25 Quid i n h i s . , eveniens est? - some 
12 
authors , takirig t h i s sentence as i t stands, have supposed that, i n 
the o r i g i n a l t e x t , there stood here another l e t t e r , perhaps of the 
Sardican synod to Gonstantius, perhaps of Liberius himself, and that 
the laudatory expressions of the narrative text refer to t h i s l e t t e r , 
which has then been suppressed and replaced by a forger who, however, 
has forgotten to efface t h i s sentence. 
This/ 
Notes. J , 
12. e.g. G. Hermant, La Vie de S. Ath. Bk.VI ch.25 note 3. 
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This theory seems most unl i k e l y . I t i s d i f f i c u l t to Lnagine 
any forger, no matter how stupid or bigoted, making such a mistake. 
I t seeras necessary to consider t h i s sentence as i r o n i c a l i C f . the 
i r o n i c a l description of the Mdiops who condemned Athanasius at 
Aries "o veros C h r i s t i discipulosl o dignos successores Petri atque. 
P a u l i l " "B I I , 5 p.142 L.5,6. I n t h i s case " i n his l i t t e r i s " (L.24) 
would r e f e r to B I I I , 1. 
L.25 Potamius - he i s the f i r s t known bishop of Lisbon. According 
to the Lib. prec. 9.) he had at f i r s t been a supporter of orthodoxy 
but was l a t e r induced to j o i n the Arians by the p/esent of an estate 
from Constantius. For t h i s he was excommunicated by Ossius but had 
his reyenge i n the summons of Ossius to Sirmiura. According to 
Hilary"^Potaraius and Ossius drew up the "second" fomula of Sir^nium 
but .Qams;.^ ^ thinks t h i s doubtful because of the silence of 
Phoebadius and the d i s s i m i l a r i t y i n style to the known writings of 
Potamius. There seems to be no doubt, however, that he was at that 
s^Tiod and helped to circulate the formula ih ere drawn up , After 
the council of Ariminam, he seems to have had some connection v/ith 
the orthodox party again because there i s extant a l e t t e r of his to 
Athanasius. I n addition to t h i s l e t t e r , two serinoris of Potamius 
are extant, on the r a i s i n g of Lazarus and on the martyrdom of the 
prophet Isaiah^,^. 
Notes. 
13. De Syn.ll. 
14. Kircheng.von Span.II (1) 237. 
15. Phoeb. c. Ar. 5* 
16. P.L. V I I I . 
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L.25 Emctetus - see note on him i n A VI p.87 L.6. He had already 
17 
appeared e a r l i e r at Milan as a vehement antagonist of Liberius . 
The mention of Potamius and Epictetus gives an indication of the 
date of B I I I , 1. I t i s known that Potamius was at Sirmium about 
the middle of 357 i n preparation f o r the "second" sj-nod of Sirmium 
and i t i s probable that they were both together at the court at 
Sirmiura about t h i s time. . The l e t t e r must therefore have been 
w r i t t e n sometime i n the f i r s t h a l f of 357* 
Schiktanz-^9 thinks i t necessary, i n order to explain the sudden 
mention of Potaraius and Epictetus, to suppose that a l e t t e r regard-
ing them, has now dropped out of the t ^ x t ; but there i s no warrant 
f o r t h i s opinion. 
20 
L.25,26 dum damnare. .gaudent - Schiktanz saggests the meaning i s 
that "while they rejoice that the bishop of Rome condemns (sc. 
Athanasius) etc". But i t seems more natural to tranelate i t thus: 
"while they rejoice to condemn the bishop of Rome" i.e. the stead-
f a s t a t t i t u d e displayed by Liberius p r i o r to exile vrauld be a 
natural target of attack f o r these Western Ari^ns.cf, the conduct of 
Epictetus at Milan^-^. 
•^^Q "t 6 S * 
17. cf,the dialogue between Liberius and Conetantius i n Theod.II,l6. 18. n i l . De Syn.'ll. Phoeb. c. Ar. 3. 19. p.84. 20. p.83. 
21. Theod. I I , 1^.-
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22 L.26 sicut i n Arirainensi synodo continetur • - ScMktanz regards 
t h i s as a gloss. Feder^^ takes i t as an i n t e g r a l part of the text 
shov/ing that the synod of Ariminum had discussed the f a l l of Licerius. 
The l a t t e r seems the more l i k e l y opinion. 
p.155 L.26 - p.15*^  L . l audire haec noluerunt - "haec" i.e. the 
informa-tion contained i n B I I I , 1. Their unwillingness Vv-ould spring-
either from the fact that the concession which Liberius had given was 
not now s u f f i c i e n t , or from t h e i r being too busily eng'aged i n pre-
parinr. f o r the coming synod at Sirmium to pay attention to t h i s 
belated and, as i t were, forced ( i . e . through we'ariness of exile) 
condemnation of Athanasius. At t h i s time (sometime i n f i r s t h a l f 
of 357) the main att e n t i o n of the Arians v;as withdravm from 
Athanasius,. and they were nov/busy preparing t h e i r creed fb'r the 
Sirmian synod of August 357-
p.15*^  L . l Fortunatianus - see 3 V I I , 8 p.l68 L.15 f o r note oh th i s 
old c o n f i d e n t i a l f r i e n d of Liberius. 
L.2 diversis episcopis - these would not be exiled confessors nor, 
on the other hand, would they be ordinary bishops who supported the 
condemnation of Athanasius. The l e t t e r would be sent to the bishops 
who had influence with Constantius, important persons l i k e Ursacius 
and Valens, who could be expected to give i t a warm welcome. 
Notes. 
22. p.85 note 1. ' 
23. Stud. I p.167. 
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.L.2 n i h i l p r o f e c i t - here i s fo^ond the reason f o r Liberius having 
to vfrite the other exile l e t t e r s . His f i r s t one ( B i l l , 1) had 
gained no success. 
L.2-5 u t autem. .decerperet - the Arians had been unable to impair 
the a u thority of the ¥/estern synod of Sardica, and therefore i t s 
decisions v/ith regard, to the innocence of Athanasius and g u i l t of 
the Arians s t i l l stood; to these decisions Julius of Rome had given 
his assent, and so, while paying lip-service to the t r a d i t i o n of his 
24 
predecessors , Liberius had actually broken t h i s t r a d i t i o n i n 
condemning Athanasius ard thus provided a source of future embarrass-
ment and trouble f o r himself. 
L.3,4 s i b i . . s i b i - i . e . Liberius. 
L.6 l i t t e r a e . .siissae - Coustant and Feder i d e n t i f y t h i s l e t t e r 
with the decision of the 80 Egyptian bishops mentioned i n A V I I 
p.90 L.l6sq. I f so, the 'nunc' of L.& would refer to c.352/3. 
This seems inaprobable. The author of the narrative t e x t has been 
describing events taking place c.357) and i t seems more natural to 
refer the "nunc" to thiE|/ear and conclude that t h i s l e t t e r of the 
Egyptians had been sent to Liberius i n exile when they heard that 
he was on the point of v^eakening and surrendering to the Arians. 
Notes. 
24. cf.B I I I , 1. 25. P.L. X col . 681 ( c ) . 
26. Stud. I p.l66sq. 
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L.7 quales ad luliura pridem - i. e . probably the l e t t e r s referred 
to i n A V I I p.90 L.l6sq., B I I , l%5 p.H^ L.lOsq., B I I , 2 p.127 
L.l6,i7; i n that case, the "pridem" would refer as f a r back as 34o. 
^exulariti Athanasio - a f t e r a b r i e f return following upon his f i r s t 
e x i l e , Athanasius f l e d from Alexandria i n A p r i l , 339^ '^  and was 
destined to remain i n exile u n t i l October 3^6. 
L.8, 9 u t de subiectis i n t e l l e g e t u r - Goustant and Fede-r ref e r 
t h i s to what i s contained i n A V I I i 2 but t h i s opinion must be 
rejected^^. The "subiectis" could refer either to a l e t t e r of the 
Egyptians to Liberius or to a l e t t e r of Liberius to the Egyptians. 
This part of the t e x t i s now l o s t . 
CONCLUSION. Though d i f f i c u l t to inte r p r e t and obscure i n parts, 
B I I I , 1 and 2 correspond reasonably well to the generally known 
h i s t o r i c a l facts and so must be accepted as authentic. V/hile the 
l e t t e r must have been w r i t t e n i n the f i r s t h a l f of 357) the 
narrative t e x t belongs to a l a t e r period (cfpthe mention of the 
synod of Ariminum). •^'^* , • 
Notes. 27. Ath. Epist. Encyc.'§'5. Fest. Ind. X I. 28.. P.L. X col . 682 (d) . 29. Stud. I . 168, 
30. cfip.l5D L.6 note. 31. For f u l l e r discussion see section on the Liberius l e t t e r s . 
V/hile a fu r t h e r short i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of t h i s l e t t e r and' 
narrative t e x t i s there given, the main purpose of t h i | 
additional section has been to discuss the question of the 
a i t h e n t i c i t y of the l e t t e r s and review the various theories 
•DroTOunded thereon. 
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Series B IV, 1. Letter of Liberius to the catholic oishops of 
I t a l y . 362/1 . 
SyiMARY. (1) I n t h i s l e t t e r on the treatment to be meted oat to 
lapsed, but repentant bishops, Liberius asserts that i t i s i n 
accordance v/ith apostolic precepts that severity should be repud-
iated. • Following the exa:Tip2fi at the Egyptians and the Greenes, he 
thinks moderation should be extended to them but the authors of the 
deceit at Ariminum should be u t t e r l y condeiimed. (2) Those who 
renounce Arianism should be welcomed, but i f anjone should v/ish to 
pSiFsevere' i n that here^ , he i s to be strenuously resisted. 
COlteSNTAHY. This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n Hilary's wor^; 
i t s a u t h e n t i c i t y i s not questioned. I n addition to Faber-Coustant; 
i t has been edited by Bar- ad ann.362 n.CLXXVIII, Binius I , 466sq., 
Ed.regia I I I , 144sq., Labbe-Cossart I I , 754-sq., Goustant Epp. 
Pontif, 448-450, Goleti I I , 809sq., and Mansi I I I , 2l0sq.. 
p.156 L.I3 ad catolicos episcopos I t a l i a e - these bishops can not 
now be i n d i v i d u a l l y i d e n t i f i e d . Liberius was evidently t r y i n g to 
organise opinion i n I t a l y w i t h regard to the question of the lapsed 
bishops, as had been already done i n Egypt ani Greece"^. 
Notes. 
1. c f . p.157 L.4sq. 
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L.l6 Imperitiae...resipiscens - i.e.•repentance removes the g a i l t 
of an offence done unwittingly. 
L.I7 pietatera - "pietas" o r i g i n a l l y meant d u t i f u l conduct towards 
the gods. When adopted i n t o Christian usage, i t was used to 
emphasise the human, rather than the divine, element; a man's 
"pietas" was shown through his daaracter and action. 
Probably the'aeahirigis that i t i s what those who f e l l at 
Ariminura are doing now that matters, i . e . t h e i r repentance, not 
what they-have, through force of circamstances, done i n the past. 
Their repentance i s a sign of piety and therefore they ought to be 
treated with the charity becoming Christians. 
L.18 et ipsa - i . e . corporalis e x e r c i t a t i o . 
L.I9 quam - i . e . pietas. 
L20 sq. non enim, s i a l i q u i s etc - a ver^ l i t e r a l t r anslation 
would be: "for i f anyone by chanpe (sc. of those) who act zealously 
m t h foreseeing purpose to destroy (sc. the decisions of the 
Egyptians and Greeks) shamelessly with more severe juagment, has 
also thought to change t h i s , which i s already protected concerning 
p i e t y by apostolic authority, when i t i s said ( i . e . Dy the 'aliquis' 
of L.20) that those are not to be spared who acted i n ignorance at 
Ariminum, to whom not to know how to attack the comprehension of 
erro r / 
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error was not allowed (sc. as a defence), therefore severity w i l l 
not be repudiated " i . e . those who advocate stern treatment.of the 
lapsed must be prepared to go against apostolic authority. 
Liberius then continues to outline his position. 
L.21 saeviorli censura - i . e . with a more severe censure than that 
of the council of Alexandria 3^2. This council had decided (1) 
that those who had a c t i v e l y supported the Arian heresy should, i f 
repentant, be allowed to return to communion, though excluded from 
a l l o f f i c e s in. the Church. (2) those v/ho, through force or on 
grounds of expediency, had joined the Arians, should be pardoned 
and allowed t o remain i n o f f i c e . 
But even at the council i t s e l f there v/as an o v e i - s t r i c t section 
v/ho said that any who sought to re-enter the communion of the 
orthodox, a f t e r having been contaminated oy any sort of coaiaunion 
with the heretics, should be f o r ever excluded from the c l e r i c a l 
o f f i c e . 
Prominent among those who refused to accept the aecisions and 
moderate policy of t h i s council was Lucifer of Ca&liari who 
declared that anyone who had i n any vray been contaminated with 
Arianism should be barred from, ecclesiastical o f f i c e ^ . I t i s to 
such as -Lucifer that the 'aliquis' of L.20 refers. 
'Destruere' (L.21). implies the attempted destruction of the 
Alexandrine decrees by the Lueiferians through t h e i r "saevior 
censura". 
Notes. 
2. c f . Ruf. H.E. I , 28sq. Ath. Ep.55 to Rufinianus. 
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L.22 quod iam. .muniturn - Coustant-^ takes t h i s as no s l i g h t indica-
t i o n that Liberius had already i n another l e t t e r approved tne 
decrees of the Alexandrine synod. But i t seems more correct to 
connect the "apostolica auctoritas" with the reference to I Tim. 
4,8 i n L.17,18. 
p. 157 L . l , 2 qui apud...eger?ant - f o r example, the many Western 
bishops misled by the deceits of Valens^ and induced to sign the 
creed of Nik^ i n a l l good f a i t h . 
L.2,3 quibus nesci^e..incidere - i . e . the advocates of severity 
refused to make allowance f o r the fact that many had f a l l e n at 
Ariralnum through ignorance and i n a b i l i t y to counter the deceits of 
the Arians. 
The argnjiment i s that i f those, who disagree with the policy 
of the Alexandrine council, contend that the apostolic injunctions 
also are,to be overthrown, then they can advocate severity. But 
those, who know the reverence due to the apostolic authority, will 
follow the apostplic advice and show leniency towards the f a l l e n 
bishops. 
.L.4sq. maxime cum et Aegyptii etc - cf. Ath. Ep. ad P.ufinianum 
"a/ 
Notes. 
3. P.L. X co l . 71^ (h). 
4. cf. B V I I I , ' 2 p.176 L.5 note; A V, VI, V I I I , IX. 
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"a synod has been held ( i n Alexandria), bishops from foreign parts 
being present; v^hile others have been held by our feilow-iiiinistors 
resident i n Greece, as wel l as by those i n Spain ana Gaul; ana the 
same decision was come to here and everywhere". As they deal v/ith 
the same question, i t i s reasonable to suppos e that these synods 
would be- held about the same time. 
L.5 "parcendum" (esse) and (L.6,7) "auctores esse daranandos" are 
acc. and i n f i n . constructions explaining "hac usi.sententia". 
L.6, de quibus supra tractavimus - i . e . those i n L . l , 2 "qui apud 
Ariminum ignorantes egerurit". 
L.6,7 auctores vero esse damnandos - the Alexandrine synod had 
declared that even those who had been leaders were, on repentance, 
to be pardoned, though not given the position of clergy. Liberius 
i s probably thinking here of the unrepentant Valens and Ursacius. 
cf. P.158L.24, 25. 
p.157 L.7sq. qui obliqua etc - cf. Ath. Ep. ad Episc. Aeg.lO; 
De Syn. 14; Or. c. Ar. I ch. 3,4. 
L . l l i n se pestiferum - i . e . through making the Son. of God a 
creature, i t strikes at the very heart of the Christian f a i t h ; to 
that are added a l l the other deceits of the Arian dogma. 
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L.14,l5 totumque se..-manclpet - cf. the words of Libe'rius as 
reported i n Socr. IV, 12 "But we recognise t h i s to oe the catholic 
and apostolic f a i t h which remained whole and unshaken up to the 
Nicene council." .• . 
L.16 quibusdam - i . e . t o those l i k e Lucifer. 
L.17, " r e c t i t a t l s " i s to be attached to 'quod', not to "astutiaij". 
L.17sq. verum s i a l i q u i s etc - a passage similar to th i s i s foand 
i n Liberius' l e t t e r to the Macedonians^ 
L.20 sq. et ratione etc - reason i s to be met vdth reason, 
argument with argument. 
L.21-auctori perfidiae - probably Satan i s meant here. 
L.21,22 eccleslae...plectetur - i . e . excommunication^. 
CONCLUSION. The- subject matter of t h i s l e t t e r indicates that i t 
must stand close i n time to the synod of Alexandria, v/hich was held 
i n the summer of .362. I t must have been w r i t t e n before the middle 
of 363 because Athanasius i n a l e t t e r to Jovian, v/ritten about that 
time/ 
Notes. 
5. Socr. IV, 12. 
6. S p i r i t u a l vigour as opposed to the physical violence and 
threats employed by the Arians.. 
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time ( i . e . middle of 363)^states that the decrees of the Alexandrine 
synod are accepted i n Gaul, Spain, Greece and a l l I t a l y , whereas 
i n his l e t t e r Liberius i s s t i l l t r y i n g to secure t h e i r acceptance. 
So.the probable date of composition i s the winter of 362/3. 
While the l e t t e r reveals opposition to the Alexandrine decrees, 
there i s s t i l l no evidence of the- rise of the Luciferians as a 
pa r t y . 
According to G. Hermant'^ t h i s i s the l e t t e r meant by S i r i c i u s 
of Rome when he says i n a l e t t e r to Himerius that, a f t e r Ariminun, 
o 
Liberius sent general decrees to. the provinces . 
Baronius^, S t i l t i n g " ^ ^ and Reinerding^-^ claim that Liberius was 
the o r i g i n a t o r of the policy of reco n s i l i a t i o n . But there i s no 
foundation f o r t h i s opinion. F i r s t of a l l , Liberius himself 
12 
admits that synods had already been held i n Egypt and Greece to 
deal w i t h t h i s question of the lapsed bishops, and indeed he uses 
t h e i r example to' strengthen his argument and j u s t i f y his ovm posi-
t i o n . Secondly, i f a Roman synod had been held or any decision 
taken by Rome on t h i s matter before the synod of Alexandria, 
Athanasius would undoubtedly have mentioned i t i n his l e t t e r to 
Rufinianus. For him to have mentioned Spain, Gaul and Greece and 
omitted-Rome would be unthinkable i f Rome had indeed taken the 
leading/ 
Notes. 
7. i n his L i f e of Athanasius X, 6. 
8. P.L. X I I I , 1133. 
9. ad ann. 362 tV (l866ed) p.92. 
10. Acta SS. t V I (1867) p.6l7sq.' 
11. Beitrage zur Honorius und Liberiusfrage (I865) p.52sq. 
12. p.157 L.3sq. 
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leading part i n the r e c o n s i l i a t i o n of the f a l l e n bishops. I t was 
t i i e council of Alexandria, not of Rome, Athanasius, and not 
Liberius, who played the primary role i n advocacy of the p.olicy 
of moderation."^-^. 
This l e t t e r (B IV, 1) i s int e r e s t i n g i n that i t shows that 
Liberius had recovered from the misfortunes of his exile ana was 
regaining f o r the see of Rome i t s place of importance a^ nong the 
churches of the West. 
B IV, 2. Letter of the I t a l i a n bishops to their brethren i n 
I l l y r i c u m . 36^. 
SUivIiVlARY. The bishops state th a t , a f t e r recognising the deceit of 
Ariminum, I t a l y has returned to the Nicene f a i t h . They rejoice 
that I l l y r i c u m has begun to do the same. They confirm t h e i r ov/n 
decision by subscription, aid assert that they preserve the Nicene 
decrees against Arius and Sabellius, by sharing i n whose i n h e r i t -
ance Photinus i s condemned, and rescind the decrees of Ariminum. 
I n order to dispel any suspicion of doubt, copies of a l l t h i s are 
enclosed, and whoever wishes to have fellowship and peace with them 
must give unequivocal evidence of t h e i r complete approval. I n 
conclusion, they declare that the authors of the Arian or Aecian, 
heresy/ 
Notes. 
13. I n a l e t t e r to Epictetus (Ep. LIX) Athanasius does mention a 
council at great Rome'in addition to those i n Spain and Gaul, 
but the date of t h i s l e t t e r i s very uncertain and i t might 
have been w r i t t e n as late as 372. 
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heresy, Valens and Ursacius, ana t h e i r associates have been con-
demned, not j u s t at the present time, as i n I l l y r i c u m , out long a^o. 
COMiffiNTAEY. This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s work. I n 
addition .to Faber-Coustant , i t has been edited by Baronius aa ann, 
365 n.XXVIsq., Binius I , 487, Ed.regia I I I , 230sq., Labbe-Cossart 
I I , 835sq . , Harduin I , 745sq. , Coleti I I , 9 8 I , Mansi I I I , 39 l sq . 
p. 158 L .3 Inlyricura - I l l y r i c u m was one of the four large 
prefectures int o which the Empire was divided at t h i s time, the 
others being Oriens,I!Balia and Gallia. I t v/as to I l l y r i c u j i that 
Arius'and his supporters had been banished by Constantine, and 
Valens aM Ursacius were probably his disciples there. Arianism, 
thus introduced, tooi^ a strong hold.cf. Martin, v/hile v i s i t i n g his 
parents there some t i me before the exile of Hilary, had stood f o r t h 
14 
f o r the Nicene f a i t h but was scourged and forced to depart 
But i t would seem t l i a t the Western ha l f was not so much affected 
as the Eastern and possessed some representatives of the orthodox 
f a i t h , c f . Damasus Ep. I ; the council of bishops of Western 
I l l y r i c u m 375"^^; council ofAquileia 381'^^. I t i s very probable 
that i t was to bishops i n Western I l l y r i c u m that t h i s l e t t e r 
( B IV, 2) was addressed. 
Notes. 
14. Sulp. Sev. Vita 5sq. 
15. Hef". I I , 289. 
16. Hef. I I , 374sq. 
- 38 6 -
fidem paternam - i . e . the Nicene creed,cf. L . 7 ) 8 . 
L .7 olim - here used to denote a period of less than a year-'-? 
apud Nicheam - i . e . Nicaea 325' 
L .8 fraudem - i. e . the deceit concerning the creed of lUize. 
L . 9 s q .'Inlyricum etiam deum etc - the fa c t that the I t a l i a n bishops 
know about the beginning of the work of restoration i n I l l y r i c u m 
presupposes some e a r l i e r communication between the two countries. 
I t may be that the bL shops i n I l l y r i c u m , knov^ing that the task of 
restoration had been successfully completed i n I t a l y , had written 
there i n order to gain support f o r t h e i r undertaking. 
p.158 L'.IO i n f i d e l i t a t i s - i.e . the Arian heresy. 
L .12 susGiiptione - a l l the bishops would subscribe the l e t t e r to 
show that i t v/as unanimous and done with the appoval of the whole 
of I t a l y . 
L .12,13 sententiam - i . e . t h e i r decision concerning Ariminum and 
the f a l l e n bishops, c f . L .13sq. 
Notes. 
17. cf. Conclusion. 
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L.13 Sabelliumque - c f . note p.4-4 L.6 on Sab e l l i a s . According t o 
18 
Socrates , Ari u s had begun the controversy by c o n t r a d i c t i n g 
Alexander's e x p o s i t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of God and accusing the 
bishop of Sabellianisra. While there was no d i r e c t condeinnation of 
Sabellius at Nicaea, a few traces are evident of a c e r t a i n 
uneasiness v/ith regard t o him and of a need f o r p r o t e c t i o n against 
the charge of Sabellianism, and there i s no doubt t h a t , hovrever 
unwarranted, one of the c h i e f reasons f o r the unpopularity of the 
word "hiomoousios" was t h a t i t seemed'to many to b r i n g near the 
danger of Sabellianism. 
I n the f o u r t h century, most of the ]e aders of the Nicene part^ 
were accused of S a b e l l i a n tendencies, but the two who made them-
selves e s p e c i a l l y l i a b l e t o t h i s charge were Marcellus of Ancyra 
and h i s p u p i l Photinus. I n the case of the former, i t inay oe 
doubted whether the accusation was just''-^, but Photinus i s said t o 
have worked out Marcellus' system t o i t s l o g i c a l conclusion ani t o 
20 
have b o l d l y proclaimed Sabellian doctrines 
L.15 t e r g i v e r s a t i o n e - another reference t o the deceit of Valens 
and h i s associates.cf. L.8. 
L.16 omnium proyinciarum - i . e . a l l those i n I t a l y . 
Notes. 
18. H.E. I , 5. 
19. c f . A IV, 1 p.49 L.22,23. 
20. c f . B I I , 5 p.142 L.12 note, 
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L.l*^ quorum etlam exemplaria - i . e . copies of t h e i r decisions 
concerning the Nicene f a i t h and the synod of AriiiiinUin.cf. L.17sq. 
u t nec i n f i d e etc. 
L.20,21 quae sunt nostrae sententiae - sc. concerning Nicaea ana 
Ariminum. 
L.21 f i d e i - i . e . the Nicene creed,cf. L.7' 
L.23 pluriura harura provinciaruin - i . e . the provinces of I t a l i a 
• represented at the w r i t i n g of t h i s l e t t e r , c f . L.I6. V/hile the 
authors of the l e t t e r would have t o admit the s u p e r i o r i t y i n 
numbers o f the provirc es re-presented a t Ariminum, t h e y i ^ t l a y claim 
to a "large meaaire of supriort f o r t h e i r present course of a c t i o n . 
L.24 heresls Arrianae v e l Aecianae - Aetius had suf f e r e d a 
> 21 
temporary e c l i p s e a t Constantinople 3oO but J u l i a n , on h i s 
22 
accession 361, soon r e s t o r e d hiin and lavished many favours upon hxm. 
• The e c c l e s i a s t i c a l csnsure upon hira was also removed by Euzoius, the 
A r i a n bishop of Antioch^^, who, w i t h other bishops, composed a 
24 
" l i b e l l u s " i n defence of Aetius and h i s d o c t r i n e . On the death 
of Jovian and the accession of Valens, however, Aetius' a f f a i r s 
took/ • 
Notes. 
21. c f . B V I I I , 1. 
22. Ep. J u l i a n i 15 (Loeb. p.35)• Soz. V, 5- P h i l o s t . IX, 4. 
23. P h i l o s t . V I I , 5. 
'24. P h i l o s t . V I I I , 2. 
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took a t u r n f o r the worse and he never regained the i n f l u e n t i a l 
p o s i t i o n he had held under J u l i a n . . 
I n t h e i r l e t t e r ^ ^ , the Semiarian legates at Constantinople 
recognised t h a t while Aetius was condemned, h i s systeai v/as r e t a i n e d 
i n a l l i t s e s s e n t i a l p o i n t s . This opinion i s confinned i n t h i s 
l e t t e r of the bishops of I t a l y who here assert t h a t the Aecian 
( o r Aetian) Viras the form which the Arian heresy took at t h i s 
p a r t i c u l a r time. 
I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o ndt e that,- i n the f i r s t canon of the 
co u n c i l of Constantinople 381, the'Arians -are i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the 
Hudoxians, c a l l e d thus a f t e r t h e i r leader Eudoxius who belonged t o • 
the same group as Aet i u s . This had probably arisen-because they 
v\rere d i s t i n c t from the Anoraoeans on one side and the Semiarians oh 
the other and perhaps claimed t o represent most c l o s e l y the o l d and 
o r i g i n a l Arianisra.cf. B 11,2 p.l29 L.2,3. 
.L.25sq. non nunc etc - again a contrast i s made between the 
s i t u a t i o n i n I t a l y and t h a t i n I l l y r i c u m - c f . p.158 L . 6 - l i "et 
quantum ad I t a l i a r a . .olim. . .Inlyriciom. .probare COEPISSE gratulanur". 
The '-'olim" p.159 1"1 i s probably t o be connected w i t h the 
statement i n L i b e r i u s ' l e t t e r " ^ " t o the c a t h o l i c bishops o f I t a l y , 
t h a t the authors of the heresy are t o be condemned, and therefore 
r e f e r s t o a q u i t e recent condemnation. 
Notes. 
25. B V I I I , 1. 
26. B IV, 1. 
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CQNCLIEBSM. This l e t t e r i s c l o s e l y l i n k e d w i t h the preceding^^; 
both represent attempts t o overcome the defeat which the orthodox 
cause had s u f f e r e d at Arirainum. I t must have been w r i t t e n a f t e r 
L i b e r i u s ' l e t t e r t o the bishops of I t a l y , because i t asserts t h a t 
a l l I t a l y has now been re s t o r e d once more to the Nicene f a i t h , but 
before t h a t o f Athanasius t o Jovian, where I l l y r i c a m i s mentioned 
as confessing the Nicene f a i t h . As Athanasius v/rote t h i s l e t t e r 
^bout the middle of 363, a s u i t a b l e date f o r the composition of 
B V I , 2 would seem t o be sometime i n the f i r s t h a l f o f 3^3^^' 
The l e t t e r i t s e l f i s an i n t e r e s t i n g example of the way i n 
which the supporters of the Nicene creed s o u ^ t t o recover t h e i r 
former p r e s t i g e through mutual support. 
Notes. 27. B IV, 1. 
2o. Faber's a s s e r t i o n (Praef.8) t h a t t h i s l e t t e r was w r i t t e n 
a f t e r an I l l y r i c a n synod i n 365 i s r e f u t e d by the evidence 
of Athanasius' l e t t e r t o Jovian and also by L i b e r i u s ' l e t t e r 
t o the Eastern deputies ( i n Socr. IV, 12.) 
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Series B V. l e t t e r of Yalens, Ui'sacius and t h e i r associates to 
• Germinius, 366. 
SUI#IARY.(^Despite the warning of Valens and Paul, Germinius had 
hitherto f a i l e d to give a s a t i s f a c t o r y answer concerning the rumour 
of his change of mind, though he had sent a friendly l e t t e r . So 
now from Singidunum they write asking him to make his position c l e a r 
and show that he has not departed from the catholic f a i t h expounded 
and confirmed at Ariminum and accepted by a l l the Eastern bishops, 
v i z . that the Son i s l i k e the Father according to the Scriptures, 
not "according to substance" or"in everything", but absolutely. 
To a l t e r t h i s i s to revive the perfidy of B a s i l * ( 2 ) He i s asked to 
give i n his l e t t e r a c l e a r denial of the statement that "the Son i a 
l i k e the Father i n everything except i n n a t i v i t y " , i n order to d i s -
prove the suggestion made by the deacon Jovianus and subdeacon 
Martirius that he confesses that "the Son i s l i k e the Father i n 
everything". I n return, they promise that i f he shows himself i n 
agreement with them, then the complaint brought against him by 
ce r t a i n of his c l e r i c s , Palladius and Gaius, w i l l not affect his 
good name. They send t h e i r l e t t e r by the hand of the presbyter 
Secundianus, the reader Pullentius and the exorcist Candidianus on 
the I 8 t h December 366 i n the consulship of Gratian and Dagalaifus, 
and r e t a i n a copy. 
CQMVIENTARY. This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s work. I t 
has been edited by Faber-C oust ant, Bar.adjann. 366 n SZVI, Binius I 
488sq/ 
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488sq., Ed.regia I I I ^ .235sq., lahTDe-GTossart I I , 840 sq., Harduin I , 
747 sq., C o l e t i I I , 988 sq, and Mansi I I I , 399 sq. 
For Valens, Ursacius and Gaius cf. p.45 L.15 note. For Germinius 
cf. p. 47 1.16 note. 
p. 159 Li. 7 Paulus - he i s mentioned only i n connection with the 
Germinius l e t t e r s . Nothing else i s known about: him hut the 
presiunption i s that, l i k e Valens and Ursacius, he was a bishop i n 
I l l y r i c i i m . 
L.Ssq. magis laudandi.. aliquam sustmere - i t may he that 
Germinius had already made i t c l e a r that he resented the i n t e r -
ference of Valens and the others i n his, personal a f f a i r s or perhaps 
the l a t t e r were an t i c i p a t i n g such a protest. Or again the 
"reprehensio" may he connected with the "querella pro i n i u r i a " 
(p. 160.L.11) and r e f e r to some, dispute between Germinius and his 
c l e r i c s . c f , p.160 1.6. 
L.IO i n fide eatholica - i . e . as interpreted by Valens and the 
others, and meaning the creed of Nike''accepted at Ariminum,cf.L. 18. 
L . l l s q . quamvis conventione.. respondere - the main reason for 
Germinius not replying d i r e c t l y to t h e i r questions on the rumours 
being spread about him would be that he had not yet d e f i n i t e l y 
decided what position he was going to adopt. I f , as Constant 
supposes/ 
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supposes (see conclusion), he had already composed his creed, there 
would be no reason eithe r for his hesitation or for t h e i r qtuestion-
ings. 
1.11 conventione - t h i s pirobably does not r e f e r to an assembly but 
to a private warning sent by l e t t e r from Valens and Paul (cf.p.l60 
L.12) and answered i n a f r i e n d l y tone by Germinius (p.159 L.13,14). 
L.12 admonitus nolUeris - cf. p.160 1.12,13. 
1.12,13 quod rumor i a c t i t a t de te - from the context i t i s obvious 
that the substance of the rumour:.was that Germinius iwas transferring 
his allegiance from the Arian to the Semiarian party. 
1.13, 14. l i t t e r i S j f c u i s - t h i s l e t t e r has not been preserved. I n his 
state of indecision i t i s quite probable that Germinius would send 
to h i s former associates a l e t t e r written i n friendly vein but 
expressed i n general terms and leaving the question s t i l l open. 
I t may have been, also, that he was s t i l l uncertain about the 
attitude of Valens and the others and wanted to know whether they 
were going to. uphold the phrase "^ine very thing" or not; thou^h'..this 
seems: very unlikely' i n view of the events at Nike and Ariminum. 
On receipt of t h i s l e t t e r , his former associates must have thought 
there was s t i l l some hope of re t a i n i n g his support; hence t h i s 
assembly at Singidunum (L.16). This time they ask him to write 
again, s t a t i n g his position c l e a r l y and without any ambiguity. 
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'1.16 Singidunum (the modern Belgrade) was i n the province of 
Moesia (or Mysia). 
iteinm - c f . L . l l note, L.13,14 note. No reply of Germinius to 
t h i s request i s extant but:,.it could have been the l e t t e r , now l o s t , 
which stood i n front of his Creed, cf. A I I I . 
L.'18 sq. a fide cathollca - i . e . the creed of Nik^ cf. notes on 
A V, VI, V I I I , IX, B V I I I . 
L . 1 9 , 2 0 '^ui-etiam.. consenserunt - i . e . at Seleucia 359 and 
Constantinople 360. 
L . 1 9 u n i v e r s i - i . e . i n so f a r as the Arians had been able to 
secure the signatures of the deputies representing the Eastern 
synod of Seleucia at Constantinople"'-. When the Arians, led by 
Acacius, had presented a revised edition of the Dated Creed at 
Seleucia, the Semiarians had refused to accept i t , but t h e i r 
deputies eventually gave way and subscribed i t at Constantinople. 
L.20 a i c u t i iam professus es - t h i s could refer either to the 
l e t t e r of Germihius (L .13].il4) or even to his acceptance of the 
Dated Creed at Sirmium, 22 May 359, and at Ariminum. 
L . 2 1 sq. est autem hoc etc - i n his l e t t e r (L . 1 3 ,14) Germinius 
must/ 
Notes. 
1. cf. Soz H.E. IV, 23. 
must have asked Valens and his supporters to make cle a r t h e i r own 
theological position for they now give t h e i r interpretation of the 
A/ 
Dated Creed i . e . the revised version accepted f i r s t at Nike, then at 
Constantinople, and omitting the important " i n everything". 
L.21 i n ea - i . e . the "fides e a t h o l i c a " ( I . 1 0 , l 8 ) , the revised 
Dated Creed. 
L. 22 similem.. scr i p t u r a s - t h i s i s the phrasing as used i n the creed 
of Nike'I By means of t h i s phraseology, Valens and his followers 
could s t i l l assert that the Son was l i k e i n part and unlike i n part, 
and forbid any extension of the likeness beyond what Scripture 
allows, thus leaving a loop-hole for Arian teaching, cf. B VI, p.163 
L.25,26. 
L.22, 23 secundum substantiam - i n t h e i r minute issued after t h e i r 
2 
signature of the Dated Creed at Sirmium , B a s i l of Ancyra and 
> -J 
George of Laodicea put forward a defence of the word o o c i - i o c -> 
and asserted that i t i s included i n the oj'oiov *fo«.T#<. T«<vTot i f the 
l a t t e r phrase i s honestly accepted. Later, at the coiincil of 
Lampsacus on the Hellespont i n autumn 364^the Semiarians reaffirmed 
theo|»o>e>v K(*.T*ooe-(^v on the ground that, while likeness was needed to 
exclude the Sabellian i d e n t i t y involved, i n t h e i r opinion, i n the 
formula/ 
Notes. 
2. of. Epiph. Haer. 72 c 12-22. 
3. " I t i s not found i n Scripture but i s everywhere implied'j 
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formula of Nicaea, i t s express extension to essence was required as 
a safeguard against the Arians. 
Semiarian acceptance of the "secundum substantiam" was an important 
contribution to the furtherance of an a l l i a n c e between the Nicene 
and Semiarian p a r t i e s . That would beaan additional reason for i t s 
condemnation by Valens and his group, 
p.159 L.23 per omnia - i n t h e i r minute^Basil and George attach 
great importance to t h i s phrase, because the omission of ooc-ic^ 
i n the Dated Creed i s compensated by the "likeness i n everything"^ 
which guarantees a genuine Sonship. Valens' reluctance to accept 
t h i s phrase was shown even at the signing of the Dated Creed, and 
i n his l a t e r r e v i s i o n s at Nike and Constantinople he omitted i t 
A 
altogether . 
L.23 sed absolute - i . e . without q u a l i f i c a t i o n . By t h i s means 
Valens sought to exclude any likeness not found i n Scriptiire, such 
5 
as the likeness i n substance . 
L.24 B a s i l i i perfida adsertio - the council of Ancyra ( A p r i l 358) 
xmder the presidency of B a s i l defended the oyoiov KOLT o o < r / o t v 
The confession of f a i t h issued by t h i s council was a perfidy i n the 
opinion/ 
notes. 
4. see l a t e r , discussion on t h i s phrase. I t was on the words 
"per omnia" that the whole controversy between Valens and 
Germinius centred. ^ 
5. on the ground thatooo-zokis not found i n Scripture. 
6. cf. H i l . De Syn.l2.Soz IV, 13. Epiph. Haer 73^2 sq. 
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opinion . of Valens and his party because the idea of creaturehood 
was completely removed by the assertion that the Father i s the cause 
of a substance l i k e Himself (7retr£j>< Oj 'o io is e<^o-rou o o c r/o ( . s ) . 
Also included i n B a s i l ' s "perfidious assertion" was the minute issuec 
by I.himl a f t e r the signing of the Dated Creed, defending the word 
00 cr J oc and giving a f u l l e r explanation of the meaning of the 
phraseK*t.ToC TToLslToL. 
p. 159 .L.24, - p. 160 L . l propter quam.. damnata est - a f t e r the 
Homoean v i c t o r y at Constantinople 360, various charges were brought 
against the leading Semiarians, among them B a s i l , and they were 
deposed and exiled*^. 
p.160 L . 3 l i t t e r i s t u i s - c f . p.159'1.18 rescribere. 
L . 4 , 5 similem esse., i n n a t i v i t a t e - from the tise of the council of 
Sirmium 359 t h i s had been the accepted Semiarian doctrine. 
L . 5 excepta i n n a t i v i t a t e - cf. p.161 L.6 note. 
L.5,6 litterariJm - t h i s would be the same l e t t e r as i s mentioned 
on p. 159 L. 13,14. I t would seem that Jovianus and Martirius (of 
whom nothing else i s known except that they were under Germinius • 
j u r i s d i c t i o n ) had given a different account of Germinius' position 
than he had done i n his l e t t e r . c f . p.159 L.13-15, p.160 L.8sq. I t 
i s / 
notes. 
7. Socr. H.E. I I , 42, 43ySoz.H.E.iV, 24, 25. 
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i s quite probable that Germinius had gone further i n personal state-
ments than i n writing. 
L.6 verbo deprecationis - to understand the order of events, t h i s 
phrase must be taken i n conjunction with the "querella pro i n i u r i a " 
(p.160 L . l l ) . Some of Germinius' clergy had apparently disagreed 
Q 
with the new standpoint adopted by him, inimours had been spread , 
q 
and Germinius had taken vigorous steps to check t h i s discontent^. 
The r e b e l l i o u s clergy had then appealed to Palladius and Gaius, i ; 
members of the party of Valens, and a warning had been sent to 
Germinius from Valens and Paul"^^. Matters were complicated when 
Germinius r e p l i e d with a f r i e n d l y letter"'""'', but the bearers of t h i s 
l e t t e r , Jovianus and Iidartirius, j u s t i f i e d the rumours and complaint 
by as s e r t i n g that Germinius had indeed transferred his allegiance 
and professed that "the Son i s l i k e the Father i n everything". So 
Germinius i s now requested to write another l e t t e r and remove a l l 
ambiguity. 
L.7,8. meos.. nostros - t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n means that the writer of 
the l e t t e r must stand i n a more intimate relationship to Valens and 
Paul than some other members of the group. Because he i s not 
mentioned by name i n the l e t t e r i t s e l f and also because of his very 
close/ 
notes. 
8. cf. p.159 L.12, 13. p.160 L.12,13. 
9. cf. p.159 L.9 reprehensionem p.160 L . l l querella pro i n i u r i a . 
10. p.159 L . l l . p.160 L.12,13. 
11. p.159 L.13 sq. p.160 L.5 sq. 
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close association with Valens, Ursacius seems the most l i k e l y person 
to have done the actual writing of the l e t t e r . This impression i s 
strengthened by the f a c t that the council, from which the l e t t e r 
12 
(B V) was issued, was held at Singidunum, the see of Ursacius 
L.9 "per omnia., p a t r i - i . e . the Semiarian watchword, cf. p.159, 
L.23, 24. p.160 L.4,5. 
L.IO sq. s i enim s i c te etc - the Arians promise that i f Germinius 
shows himself to be of the same f a i t h as themselves, then they i n 
t h e i r turn w i l l overlook the complaint of his c l e r i c s . Schiktanz^-^ 
thinks; t h i s remark i s proof of the authenticity of the l e t t e r . 
querella pro i n i u r i a i . facta^ l i c e t . n o l u e r i s . . inquirere-cf. p.159 
L.12. Germinius wg,s j u s t i f i e d i n thus refusing an inquiry into the 
complaint, because his 'clerics had exceeded t h e i r power i n d i s -
regarding him and appealing to other bishops with whom they knew 
they would find a ready and sympathetic hearing,cf. L.6 note. 
L . l l P alladius - see B VI p.l60 L.22 sq. note. 
L.12 l i c e t nolueris..inquirere - cf. p.159 L.12,13. 
L.12,13 prima conventione - cf. p.159 L . l l . 
L.l§ i l l i s . . rationem - when c a l l e d to account for accusing Germin-
i u s / 
Notes. 
12. p.159 L.16. 
13. p.90. 
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-ius, the reason they would give would be t h e i r concern to safeguard 
the "catholic f a i t h " . 
L.14 temeritate - i . e . i n disregarding Germinius and appealing to 
Palladius and Gaius, bishops who had no authority to hear t h e i r 
complaint. 
p. 160 L.15 Secimdianum - an Arian bishop, Secundianus, from "Moesia 
superior" was condemned at the synod of Aquileia,38l. Farlati"*"^ 
and Beder"^^ suggest that he i s to b e i d e n t i f i e d with the 
Secundianus mentioned i n t h i s l e t t e r B V. The conjecture seems 
fea s i b l e because i t i s reasonable to suppo^$ that the presbyter 
Secundianus, l i k e the reader Pullentius and the exorcist Candidianus 
(of both of whom nothing else i s known), would be at t h i s time a 
c l e r i c under the j u r i s d i c t i o n of Ursacius. 
L.16 XV Kalendas Januarias - i . e . I8th December. 
L.17 Gratiano - i . e . Gratian, the future Emperor, who was at t h i s 
time not yet seven years old.-
According to Clinton-^^, Gratian and Dagalaifus were cconsuls i n 366. 
notes. 
14. I l l y r i c u m Sacrum VIi:;v 607 (1817 ed). 
15. Stud.II, 123. 
16. F a s t i Romani p.464 (1845 ed). 
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CONCLUSION. I t i s evident from t h i s l e t t e r that Valens and his 
associates had not yet seen or heard of the profession of f a i t h 
published by Germinius"^"^; i t would not be possible for them s t i l l 
1 Q 
to be i n doubt i f , as Cot^stant"^" would have i t , Jovianus and 
Martirius had brought news of t h i s creed with them to an e a r l i e r 
(Conference, for Germinius d e f i n i t e l y and unequivocally shows there 
that he believes i n the " s i m i l i s per omnia". Nor could Germinius 
19 
have remained s i l e n t i f t h e i r conference had been held as a result j 
of the publication of his creed; indeed i f the creed had actually 
been published, there would have been no need for any conference 
because a l l doubts and questionings would have been thus automatic-
a l l y s e t t l e d . I t i s more probable, therefore, that A I I I , i n i t s 
l e t t e r (now l o s t ) and creed, contains the answer of Germinius to 
t h i s l e t t e r B V. 
From such a l e t t e r as t h i s , i t can be seen that the a l l i a n c e with 
the Homoeans at Sirmium 359 had been a t a c t i c a l error on the part 
of the Semiarians. They had gained no advantage whatever from i t . 
On the contrary,, the fears of B a s i l and GGaorge^^ had been r e a l i s e d ; 
Valens and h i s associates had l a t e r revised the creed i n t h e i r own 
in t e r e s t , used i t for t h e i r own purpose^, and thus put th6 
Semiarians, who had subscribed i t , i n a f a l s e position. By t h i s 
a l l i a n c e the Semiarians had ruined t h e i r own position and thrown 
away any chance they had of vic t o r y at the councils of Seleucia 
and Constantinople. 
Notes. 
17. A III-o 
18. P.L. X col.718 ( e ) . 
19. cf. p.159 L.12,13. p.160 L.12,13. 
20. cf. t h e i r minute i n Epiph. Haer. 73 c.l2sq. 
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Series B VI Letter of Germinius to Rufianus, Palladius and 
others.366. 
SUMARY. (1) Because of information received from V i t a l i s , a c i v i l 
o f f i c e r i n h i s d i s t r i c t , Germinius now writes to several bishops 
informing them of the differences i n f a i t h which exist between 
himself and Valens, Ursacius, Gaius and Paulus. He asserts that 
he teaches what has been handed down from the Fathers and Divine 
Scriptures, namely, that Christ i s s i m i l a r to the Father i n every-
thing except i n n a t i v i t y , and he supports his statement with various 
passages from Scripture. ( 3 ) I t i s surprising, he continues, that 
Valens has forgotten or c r a f t i l y dissembles what has been done i n 
the past. For after long discussion on the f a i t h , under the aegis 
of Constantius and i n the presence of Gregory of Alexandria, 
Pancratius, B a s i l , Valens, Ursacius and Germinius himself, Mark, 
with the consent of all^drew up a creed i n which was written "the 
Son i s l i k e the Father i n everything as the Holy Scriptures say and 
teach", and to which a l l subscribed. He confesses that he does not 
know what has led Valens and the others to adopt t h e i r nev; position, 
but he challenges them that, as he himself has shown from the 
Scriptures..; that the Son i s l i k e the Father i n everything except 
i n n a t i v i t y , so now they should expound from the Scriptures how He 
i s l i k e i n part and unlike i n part. (4) I t i s without fear, there-| 
fore, and with a l l speed that he now sends an o f f i c i a l , Cyriacus, 
to them with t h i s profession, that a l l might know i t . He asks 
them i n turn to write back to him and give their opinion. He 
excuses/ 
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excuses h i m s e l f f o r being unable to s i g n the l e t t e r because of sore 
hands, but orders h i s p r e s b y t e r s Innocentius, Octavius, and Catulus 
to ,do so. 
GOmWTARY. T h i s l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s work. I t 
has been e d i t e d by Paber-Comstant, Baronius, ad ann.357n • XXYIIsq.., 
ad ann.366n,ZXVII, B i n i u s I , 489, E d . r e g i a I I I , 236-8, labbe-Cossart 
I I , 841 sq., Harduin I , 747-750, C o l e t i 11,989-992, and Mansi I I I 
400-402. 
p.160 1.20 Rescriptum - the f a c t t h at Rufianus and the others had 
made t h i s request to V i t a l i s i s perhaps an i n d i c a t i o n that they were 
held i n favour by him, and t h i s i s probably another i n s t a n c e of the 
c i v i l power being used by a group of bishops to exert p ressure on 
another bishop, over whom they themselves have no j u r i s d i c t i o n or 
a u t h o r i t y . I f t h i s r e a s o n i n g i s c o r r e c t , the " r e l a t i o " of V i t a l i s 
to Germinius would be more i n the form of a command than of a 
req.uest. Of course, V i t a l i s would be i n t e r e s t e d on h i s own account 
because of the t r o u b l e t h a t might a r i s e i n h i s d i s t r i c t through the 
dis p u t e . 
L.22sq. Dominis f r a t r i b u s e t c . - nothing c e r t a i n i s known of the 
bishops to whom t h i s l e t t e r i s addressed. Prom t h e i r appeal to 
V i t a l i s , i t may be assujaed t h a t , l i k e Valens, TJrsacius and Germinius| 
they are Balkan bishops. Moreover, because of t h e i r i n t e r e s t i n 
Germinius, they must e i t h e r belong to the Semiarian p a r t y or be a 
moderate/ 
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. moderate s e c t i o n i n the A r i a n p a r t y . I f P a l l a d i u s (p.160 L.20,22) 
-ivS i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the bishop mentioned i n B V p. 160 1.11, then the 
l a t t e r seems the more prohahle assiimption. 
Burn"^ has attempted to i d e n t i f y the i n d i v i d u a l bishops, hut admits 
t h a t a good d e a l of h i s work i s c o n j e c t u r a l . He t h i n k s that 
Rufianus might be the R u f i n i a n u s to whom Athanasius wrote, informing 
2 
him about the synod hel d i n A l e x a n d r i a 362 . But t h i s c onjecture 
seems improbable because Athanasius' l e t t e r suggests an orthodox 
r a t h e r than an A r i a n bishop, and the i n t r o d u c t o r y words seem to 
point to an Eg3rptian bishop s t a n d i n g i n c l o s e r e l a t i o n to Athanasius 
and not to an I l l y r i a n bishop l i v i n g f a r away from Alexandria. 
With r e g a r d to P a l l a d i u s : - Burn a t t r i b u t e s to him the see of 
R a t i a r i a on the Donau and t h i n k s he i s the bishop condemned at the 
synod of A c [ u i l e i a 381. At t h i s synod two A r i a n bishops, P a l l a d i u s 
and Secundianus, were deposed^. I n a lettesp addressed by the 
bishops of the synod to the Emperor comes an account of A r i a n 
> ;> 
u n r e s t i n the I l l y r i a n p rovince: "per o c c i d e n t a l e s p a r t e s duobus 
i n a n g u l i s tantum,.hoc e s t i n l a t e r e Daciae r i p e n s i s ac Moesiae 
f i d e i o b s t r e p i v i d e b a t u r " ^ . Now, because P a l l a d i u s i a always 
mentioned i n o l d documents before Seciindianus, Peder^ i s of the 
opinion t h a t the see of P a l l a d i u s was t h e r e f o r e placed " i n l a t e r e 
Daciae r i p e n s i s " , and t h a t of Secundianus i n Moesia.. As the c i t y 
of R a t i a r i a l a y on the border of "Dacia r i p e n s i s " t h i s g i v e s weight 
to Burn's a s s e r t i o n t h a t t h i s i s the see of P a l l a d i u s . 
Notes. 
1. "Nice.ta ^of Remesiana"(1905) I n t r o d . p.XXKVIIsq.. p.l38sq. 
2. Ep. LV. c f . Post Nicene '"Sol IV p.566 n 1. 
3. P.L. L X I I , 433 sq.. 
4. P.L. X7I, 945 A. 
5. S t u d i e n I I , io8. 
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Burn suggests t h a t Severinus might be the I l l y r i a n bishop addressed 
among others from the same province, i n a l e t t e r of Ambrose of 
' 6 7 
M i a n , and, w i t h Kattenbusch , i d e n t i f i e s Nichas with N i c e t a of • 
Remesiana. For the former bishop, F e d e r ^ p r e f e r s the Surinus who 
was present at the c o u n c i l of Sirmium 351, and objects to both 
bishops suggested by Burn on the ground t h a t t h e i r t h e o l o g i c a l out-
look i s incompatible w i t h t h a t of the bishops addressed by. Genninius, 
I n r e p l y to t h i s o b j e c t i o n , i t may be admitted t h a t i n Ambrose's 
time n e i t h e r S everinus nor N i c e t a had any connection w i t h the A r i a n 
p a r t y but t h a t does not exclude the p o s s i b i l i t y of an e a r l i e r 
v a r i a t i o n ; i n a time of 'flux such as t h i s was, Peder's o b j e c t i o n 
c a r r i e s no g r e a t weight. 
According to Burn, Heliodorus i s probably the bishop t r a n s l a t e d 
g 
from Moesia to N i c o p o l i s i n Thrace . But i t sterns u n l i k e l y t hat 
t h i s can be the same bishop who was present at S a r d i c a over 20 
y e a r s e a r l i e r . For the same reason, i t i s u n l i k e l y t hat S t e r c o r i u s 
he 
i s j ^ o f Canusium who was a l s o a t S a r d i c a . About Romulus, nothing 
i s known. 
Burn wonders i f Mucianus i s a mistake f o r Bfarcianus, bishop of 
Naissus i n 409. But i n t h a t case Bonosus could not have been 
bishop of Naissus i n 391"^°« 
Pew of the bishops mentioned here, then, can be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h any 
c e r t a i n t y / 
Notes. 
6. Ep.l5 P.L. XVI, 955 sq.. 
7. Theolog. L i t e r a t u r z e i t u n g XXI (1896) 303. 
8. Stud. I I , 108, 
9. c f . B . I I , 4 p.137 1.3 E l i o d o r u s e Nicopole Socr.H.E.VII,31, 
10. Burn p. L I t h i n k s Bonosus belongs to S a r d i c a . 
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c e r t a i n t y , but there i s some evidence to support the theory t h a t 
they were a l l l o c a l Balkan bishops. 
L.25 T i t a l i s - Germinius was bishop of Sirmiiim i n the diocese of 
PannoirLa i n the p r e f e c t u r e of I t a l i a , and V i t a l i s seems to have 
been a c i v i l o f f i c e r i n t h i s d i s t r i c t . 
p.161 L.1,2. V a l e n t i , U r s a t i o , Gaio et Paulo - though the bishops 
addressed have r e l a t i o n s w i t h Valens and the others , they are 
e v i d e n t l y not members of t h a t group of extreme Arians. T h i s 
i mpression i s confirmed i n p.161 1.3 " i d , quod..confide", which 
suggests t h a t Germinius expects a sympathetic hearing from them. 
L.4,5, hoc, quod... docemus - t h i s i s an answer to such a c r i t i c i s m 
as Athanasius made i n h i s De Synodis 3, where he a s s e r t s t h a t by 
p r e f i x i n g t o t h e i r creed the consulate, the month and the day of 
the current y e a r ^ ^ , those,who drew up the creed, showed a l l s e n s i b l e | 
men t h a t t h e i r f a i t h dates, not from of old, but now, from the 
r e i g n of C o n s t a n t i u s . 
L.5,6 C h r i s t u m . . i n n a t i v i t a t e - i . e . the formula of the Bated Creed. 
The phrase "excepta i n n a t i v i t a t e " i s not a c t u a l l y found i n the 
creed i t s e l f , but i s i m p l i e d i n the phrases denoting the Son as 
begotten of the F a t h e r . 
Notes. 
11. c f . P a l l a d i u s i n B V and B V I . 
12. c f . H i l . ad Const. 4,5-
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As has been said"*"^, the Dated Creed was the product of a temporary 
a l l i a n c e between the supporters of Valens and the Semiarians, l i k e 
B a s i l of Ancyra and Mark of Arethusa^ Valens had secured t h i s 
a l l i a n c e and i t s creed i n p r e p a r a t i o n f o r the more important c o u n c i l 
of Ariminum - S e l e u c i a . The b a s i s of the a l l i a n c e was the word 
o|»ofos . On the one hand,, t h i s wordO|>o»os was one with a good 
orthodox h i s t o r y . Athanasius, i n h i s e a r l i e r a n t i - A r i a n w r i t i n g s , 
used i t often, and i t i s found f r e q u e n t l y i n the w r i t i n g s of the 
conseirvative t h e o l o g i a n s , such a s C y r i l , who i n h i s Cat'hecheses 
h^s both oyo/ov K*.r<>(.To^ sypoi(pots aiidV O|«o»ov I<C<.TOL 7retv/r«<. 
On the other hand, i t s u i t e d Valens and h i s a s s o c i a t e s because, by 
keeping to the simpleoyoiovand excluding any n o n - s c r i p t u r a l d e f i n i -
t i o n , they were able to use i t i n a r e l a t i v e sense. Thus i t could 
admit of degrees of l i k e n e s s - what i s l i k e i s a l s o a t the same time 
i n some way u n l i k e . That the Semiarians to some extent forenaw 
t h i s e v a s i o n i s shown by t h e i r a d d i t i o n of the words KotTtf* i roLVTod, 
a phrase which Valens was persuaded to accept at the time only with 
14 
d i f f i c u l t y ; l a t e r he t r i e d to deny i t s presence i n the o r i g i n a l 
ereed"^^. 
p. 161 L.6 per omnia..excepta i n n a t i v i t a t e - c f . p.160 L.4,5 similem.. 
excepta i n n a t i v i t a t e . According to Souter*^^, the word " i n n a t i v i t a s " 
i s f i r s t used among l a t i n C h r i s t i a n w r i t e r s i n the l e t t e r s B V and 
B V I / 
Notes. 
13. c f . B V. 
14. Epiph. Haer.73, 22. 
15. c f . h i s conduct at Nike and a l s o 5 3 o f t h i s l e t t e r , 
16. G l o s s a r y of L a t e r L a t i n , 
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B V I . The TDhrase "exce-r>ta I n n a t i v i t a t e " i s noi- containe.^ 
s p e c i f i c a l l y i n the Dated Creed, nor i s i t found i n any of the 
other creeds up to t h i s time. Gerrainius omits i t i n h i s creed 
(A I I I ) . I t s occurrence i n both B V and B V I , i s , ther e f o r e , 
s i g n i f i c a n t and i n d i c a t e s the close r e l a t i o n s h i p e x i s t i n g between 
these two l e t t e r s . 
L .7sq. deum de deo etc - a compilation of the various phrases 
found i n most orthodox and Semiarian creeds of t h i s time, and given 
here t o show t h a t the likeness covers everything c f the Nicene 
creed (which has "ex" i n s t e a d of "de"): the creed i n the " L i o e l i u s 
F i d e i "(which has "de")"""^; and A I §2 p. 44 L . l l s q , 
L.IO sq.. There f o l l o w the customary S c r i p t u r a l quotations commonly 
adduced by both sides i n the controversy. 
L.29,30 ne aliquam...demonstraret - Valens and h i s supporters t r i e d 
t o maintain t h a t the Son was l i k e i n p a r t and un l i k e i n part ( c f . 
L.5?6 note) and thought they could do t h i s so long as the likeness 
was L i m i t e d t o t h a t authorised by S c r i p t u r e . But Germinius here 
uses S c r i p t u r e t o prove t h a t the Likeness covers everything i n c l u d -
i n g the d i v i n i t y . 
p . i 6 2 L.L6 sq. quis non inteLLegat.. . i n f i l i o ? - i n opposition t o the 
A r i s j i s , Germinius asserts the t r u t h of the two natures, d i v i n e ana 
human/ 
Notes. ^ . r - ^ 
17. i n Hahn p.258sq. and P.L.XX co i s . 49-5O. 
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human, i n C h r i s t . 
L.26 sq. qui propter etc - Gexroinius throws the bLame upon VaLens 
and the others f o r the breach i n t h e i r r eLations. He maintains-
t h a t he s t i i L holds t o the o r i g i n a l profession of the Dated Creed 
but t h a t Valens and the others have c a p r i c i o u s l y tuined away from i t 
f 2 L .28sq. nam quod et.c - I n t h i s s e c t i o n , Geminius ansv/ers the 
Arians who t r i e d t o prove, from the t i t l e s given to the Son of God 
i n S c r i p t u r e , t h a t He i s a creature. He asserts t h a t the Son i s 
given these t i t l e s , not because he resembles them i n being created, 
made out of nothing, but because they show the various facets of 
the Son's work. The analogy L i e s , not i n the createdness, but i n 
t h e i r purpose and operation. 
BurnlS suggests a CD nnection between t h i s passage of Germinius on 
the Lord's s c r i p t u r a i t i t L e s and the t r e a t i s e of Niceta^of 
Remesiana "De d i v e r s i s appeLLationibus"..p.XLII "The tone of the 
t r e a t i s e l 9 i s d e v o t i o n a l , not controversiaL, and f o l l o w s the l i n e 
of arg-ument taken by Germinius. Niceta quotes some t e n out of 
f i f t e e n of the t i t L e s quoted by Gerrainius". 
SimiLar L i s t s are found i n the LibeLlus F i d e i (P.L. XX cols.49-50) 
and aLso i n the "GeLasian decree". Burn i s of the opinion t n a t 
t h e i r generaL s i m i L a r i t y i n s t y l e need not be a t t r i b u t e d t o l i t e r a r y 
dependence of ,one w r i t i n g upon another but t o t h e i r being w r i t t e n 
. i n the same period and t o meet the sajne l i n e of A r i a n argument. 
Notes. 
18. l o c . c i t . p. XLI sq. 
19. De div.- a p p e l l . 
- 410 -
Pour T i t l e s , 'Verbum', 'Agnus','Via • and 'Lapis', are found i n a l l 
4 l i s t s . 'Manus' and ' d i e s ' are found only i n Germinius. 
L.28 de s c r i p t u r i s d i v i n i s - l i k e every.other new theory, Arianism 
was s u b j e c t e d to the t e s t of S c r i p t u r e ; the A r i a n s , i n t h e i r t u r n , 
searched the S c r i p t u r e s to overcome t h e i r opponents' ob j e c t i o n s and 
were wont to use i s o l a t e d t e x t s to confirm conclusions reached 
without the help of S c r i p t u r e . I n the present i n s t a n c e , Germinius 
r e v e a l s how they have taken the v a r i o u s t i t l e s a s c r i b e d to C h r i s t i n 
S c r i p t u r e out of t h e i r context, and pervej?ted the use of such t i t l e s 
to prove t h e i r own c o n t e n t i o n that C h r i s t i s a c r e a t u r e . 
p.163 L . l l quid i n . , s i t - i . e . at Sirmium, May 22nd, 359 i n the 
Dated Creed. 
20 
L.12 sub bonae.. imperatore - Constantius died on 3rd. Novr.' 361 . 
L. 12 quando -Socrates^"^ t e s t i f i e s t h a t t h i s assembly met at Sirmium. 
Sirmium 351 i s excluded f o r s e v e r a l reasons :- George was not 
i n t r u d e d i n t o the see of A l e x a n d r i a u n t i l Lent 356 . Moreover 
the aim of Sirmium 351 was to a t t a c k Photinus, but Mark's creed i s 
not d i r e c t e d a g a i n s t the teaching of Photinus. SiiTnium 357 i s a l s o 
exclude d/ 
Notes. 
20. Socr. H . E . I I , 47.Soz.H.E. V, 1»Amm,Marc.XXI, 15S2,3. 
21. H.E. 11,30. 
22. Ath. De Puga 6. 
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excluded because i t was composed e n t i r e l y of Westerns. The 
i s s u e l i e s , t h e r e f o r e , between the synod of Sirmium held i n the 
S p r i n g or e a r l y Slimmer of 358, and that of May 359. Both these 
synods were s i m i l a r i n c h a r a c t e r : both were held i n the presence 
of the Emperor Co n s t a n t i u s , at both Semiarians and Arians j o i n e d 
f o r c e s , both adopted a middle p o s i t i o n b etween the two extremes, 
and at both the number of bishops present was;, r e l a t i v e l y s m a l l . 
What l i t t l e evidence there i s seems to favour Sirmium May 359: 
23 
( a ) Epiphanius s t a t e s t h a t Valens wished to have a copy of the 
creed p u b l i s h e d at Sirmium i n order that he might take i t with him 
to the c o u n c i l of Ariminum. T h i s s i g n i f i e s that the synod of 
Ariminiim followed v e r y c l o s e l y upon that of Sirmium, and was indeed 
imminent when.the bishops assembled at Sirmium. (b) the creed put 
forward by Valens at Ariminum was very s i m i l a r to the Dated Creed 
of May 359. ~ 
p.163 L.12,13. i n t e r quosdam - i . e . those bishops, both A r i a n and 
.Semiarian, who were preparing f o r the general c o u n c i l of the whole 
Church to be held a t Ariminum and S e l e u c i a ; p a r t i c u l a r l y anxious 
were Valens and h i s f o l l o w e r s who feared t h a t the c o u n c i l , at which 
the A r i a n s would be i n a m i n o r i t y , might i s s u e a creed i n j u r i o u s to 
themselves. 
Notes. 
23. Haer. 73, 22. 
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1.14 G e o r g i o . . e c c l e s i a e - George of Alexandria, who i s a l s o 
24 25 a s s o c i a t e d w i t h Cappadocia , was of lowly b i r t h but, through h i s 
i n t e r e s t i n philosophy, r h e t o r i c , and h i s t o r y , had gained the 
26 27 favour of the f u t u r e emperor, J u l i a n . According to S o c r a t e s ^ 
he was not at Sirmium 351, but. i n Lent 356 he was intruded i n t o the 
see of A l e x a n d r i a . P h i l o s t o r g i u s ^ a s s e r t s t h a t he was a 
supporter of the Acacian p a r t y , and as such, he was "deposed" by 
the Semiarians at S e l e u c i a . The Semiarians u n f o r t u n a t e l y did not 
possess the power to make these d e p o s i t i o n s e f f e c t i v e , and George 
probably r e t u r n e d to A l e x a n d r i a soon a f t e r the c o u n c i l of S e l e u c i a . 
Though he had the support of Constantius and l a t e r Qf J u l i a n , 
George was never popular i n A l e x a n d r i a . ' A f t e r a r i o t on 29th 
August 358, George was f o r c e d to leave the c i t y on October 2nd. "^^) 
and f i n a l l y , s h o r t l y a f t e r the a c c e s s i o n of J u l i a n , he was s e i z e d 
' 32 
by the mob and lynched on Christmas Eve 361 . 
Notes. 
24. Ath. Ep. ad E p i s c . 7. 
25. Ath. H i s t . Ar. 51, 76,Greg. Naz.' Orat XXI, 16. 
26. J u l i a n , Ep. 23 i n Loeb s e r i e s , L923, p.75. 
27. H.E. I I , 29. 
28. Ath. de fuga 6. 
29. I l l , 2 . 
30. Ath. ApoL. ad Const.30,31, 
31. H i s t . Aceph. 6. 
32. H i s t . Aceph. 8. Epiph. Haer. 76, 1. J u l i a n Ep.lO. 
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L.15 Cl'ancratio episcopo) Pelusinorum - on the b a s i s of Socrates"^ 
Coiistant suggests " P a n c r a t i o " should be added^^. According to 
Epiphanius-^^, P a n c r a t i u s was present at the synod of S e l e u c i a . 
Nothing more i s known about him. 
1.17 usque i n noctera - c f . a l s o Epiph. Haer. 73,22. 
L.17, .18 ad certam regulam perductam - the assembly must have given 
Mark s p e c i f i c i n s t i n i c j i o n s on how to draw up the creed. Some i d e a 
of these i n s t r u c t i o n s can be gained from the Creed i t s e l f . I t i s 
co n s e r v a t i v e i n c h a r a c t e r , able to s a t i s f y even the most cautious 
of the Semiarians without a t the same time doing harm to the A r i a n 
cause; i t omits a l l mention of the "homoousios" but fol l o w s i n 
the t r a d i t i o n of Ancyra and Sirmium 358. 
L.18 Marcum - c f . A IV, 3 p.74 L.18 note. Socrates^^knows that 
Mark of Arethusa was concerned i n the formulation of a Sirmian 
creed, but gets somewhat confused i n the d e t a i l s . 
The choice of Mark would, be acceptable to Valens and h i s group 
because h i s sympathies l a y more w i t h the Arians than with the 
Nicenes-^"^. 
Notes. 
33. I I , 29-
34. P . L . X, 721 ( a ) . 
35. Haer. 73, 26. 
36. ' H.E. I I , 30, 37. 
37. c f . h i s presence a t E a s t e r n S a r d i c a . 
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3 8 
I n a d d i t i o n to the bishops mentioned here,Sozomen , gives 
39 
Auxentius, Gaius, and Demophilus, and Epiphanius*^-Ogives Hypatianus, 
as having been present at t h i s assembly. 
1.19,20 " f i l i u m similem .. s c r i p t u r a e " - were the words "per omnia" 
p a r t of the o r i g i n a l creed? They are not found i n the creed which 
•\Calens put forward a t Nike'*'and Constantinople, and are omitted i n 
B V. On the other hand, Germinius g i v e s them i n h i s Creed^^ and 
r e i t e r a t e s the phrase '^per omnia s i m i l i s " i n t h i s l e t t e r . The 
manner i n which Germinius q u i t e simply puts forward t h i s phrase as 
the one o r i g i n a l l y composed by Mark a t Sirmium, without s t r e s s i n g 
\induly a d e l i b e r a t e omission by Valens, but father emphasising only 
t h e i r wrong i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , i n c l i n e s one to accept the a u t h e n t i c i t y 
of h i s evidence. T h i s opinion i s strengthened by the account given 
i n Epiphanius'^'^. According to t h i s , when Valens was g i v i n g h i s 
s i g n a t u r e to the Dated Creed, he t r i e d to omit the important words 
"per omnia", and added them only when commanded by the Emperor. 
T h i s a c t i o n l e d B a s i l of Ancyra to make, an a d d i t i o n to h i s signature 
a f f i r m i n g t h a t the Son i s l i k e i n a l l t h i n g s , not only i n w i l l , but 
a l s o i n His being, and condemning those who s a i d t h at He i s l i k e 
o nly i n p a r t . 
I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t , too, t h a t i n B V, while mention i s made of the 
acceptance of the creed at Ariminum and Constantinople, no mention 
i s made of i t s o r i g i n a l f o r m u l a t i o n and acceptance at Sirmium 359. 
The/ 
Notes. 
38. H.E. IV,17. 
39. Haer. 73, 22, 
40. A I I I . 
41. Haer, 73,' 22. 
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The evidence, t h e r e f o r e , seems to f a v o u r the view that the words 
"per omnia" did form pa r t of the o r i g i n a l Dated creed. 
L.21 omnes consensimus .- c f . a l s o Epiph. Haer. 73, 22. 
42 
1.22,23 s i autem.. non possumus - as Valens and the others i n B V 
p r o f e s s themselves vague about Germinius and ask him to make h i s 
p o s i t i o n c l e a r , , so now Germinius a c t s i n l i k e manner towards them. 
p.163 L.23-26 nam ut nos..parte d i s s i m i l i s - now t h a t he has s t a t e d 
h i s p o s i t i o n and e s t a b l i s h e d i t by proofs from S c r i p t u r e , he 
c h a l l e n g e s Valens and h i s f o l l o w e r s to do the same and defend from 
S c r i p t u r e the p o s i t i o n they have adopted i n B V whereby they are 
w i l l i n g to acknowledge a l i k e n e s s according to S c r i p t u r e , but not 
one "secundum substantiam" or "per omnia"^^ i . e . making the Son l i k e 
i n p a r t and u n l i k e i n p a r t . 
p. 164 L.1,2 i n t r e p i d a n t e r et s i n e mora - B V had contained a 
44. 
v e i l e d t h r e a t and a l s o a c c u s a t i o n s of v a c i l l a t i o n and delay^^. 
The i n t e r v e n t i o n of V i t a l i s i n the dispute i s perliaps an i n d i c a t i o n 
t h a t Germinius had been u s i n g d e l a y i n g t a c t i c s . I n B VI,however, 
Germinius has d e f i n i t e l y taken up h i s p o s i t i o n and i s anxious to 
remove those s u s p i c i o n s . 
Notes. 
42. c f . p.159 L.12sq. L . l 6 s q . p.160 L.3sq. 
43. c f . p.159 L.22,23. 
44. cf. p.160 L.lOsq., p.159 L.12,17. 
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L.2 Cyriacum o f f i c i a l e m - C y r i a c u s i s presumably an o f f i c i a l on the 
s t a f f of V i t a l i s . He might be the person who brought the. message 
from V i t a l i s ^ ^ ; t h i s would give p o i n t to the "si n e mora" ( L . 2 , 2 ) , 
L,3,4 Carinium.. . m i s i - nothing e l s e i s known about C a r i n i u s . I f 
the assumption was c o r r e c t t h at the bishops addressed i n t h i s l e t t e r 
have some connection w i t h the w r i t e r s of B V, then C a r i n i u s could 
have been sent to them with the l e t t e r mentioned i n B V p. 159 L.13iai| 
I t must have been something of t h a t kind, f r i e n d l y but vague and 
u n s a t i s f y i n g , otherwise the i n t e r v e n t i o n of V i t a l i s would not have 
been n e c e s s a r y . 
L.4 professionem - i n h i s l e t t e r B V I , Germinius has thus given a 
c l e a r and d e f i n i t e answer to B V. No longer could Valens and the 
others pretend t h a t they d i d not know Germinius' standpoint. I t 
would seem, however, t h a t he has not yet published h i s creed because 
i t i s s t i l l unknown to Rufianus and the other bishops, and no 
mention i s made of i t i n t h i s l e t t e r B V I . 
L.5 f r a t e r a i i t a t i - t h i s word was commonly used from the second 
century onwards to denote the r e l a t i o n s h i p between C h r i s t i a n s and 
towards the end of the f o u r t h century began to be used i n forms of 
address. 
Notes. 
45. cf, p. 160 L.25, 26. 
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L.7 r e s c r i b e r e miM - Germinius has e v i d e n t l y some hopes of 
r e c e i v i n g a favourable hearing from the bishops to whom he addresses 
s 
h i s l e t t e r B VI-, I f Rufianus and the others did r e p l y , t h e i r 
l e t t e r has not been preserved, 
46 
L.8,9 p r o p t e r e a quod..potuisse - Schiktanz suggests t h a t these 
words are a good argument i n f avoiir of the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the 
l e t t e r ; a f o r g e r would r a t h e r have allowed Germinius to subscribe 
h i m s e l f and w i t h h i s f u l l name, 
L.IO f r a t r i b u s . , Catulo - nothing more i s known of these three 
c l e r i c s , 
CONCLUSION, T h i s l e t t e r bears no date, but as i t d e p i c t s a s i m i l a r 
s i t u a t i o n to t h a t i n B V and r e v e a l s the same u n c e r t a i n t y as to 
Germinius' p r o f e s s i o n , i t must have been w r i t t e n a bout the same time,| 
B V I , howeve'y, does take a step forward because i n i t Germinius 
s t a t e s h i s p o s i t i o n q u i t e c l e a r l y and g i v e s a more s a t i s f a c t o r y 
answer than t h a t apparently given to the authors of B V, 
So i t could not have been w r i t t e n before B V, othervase Valens and 
h i s a s s o c i a t e s could have had no excuse f o r t h e i r u n c e r t a i n t y as 
to h i s standpoint. As there i s s t i l l no mention of the creed 
A I I I , the order of composition of the three doc\aments, now extant, 
must/ 
Notes. 
46. p.92. 
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must be:- f i r s t of a l l , B V, then B V I , and l a s t l y A I I I . 
47 
Germinius must have made a d e f i n i t e d e c i s i o n a f t e r l 8 t h Dec. 366 , 
48 
although, as B V i n d i c a t e s , the break from h i s former standpoint 
had not been a sudden one, but had been rumoured f o r some time. 
The l a s t o c c a s i o n recorded, on which Germinius d e f i n i t e l y appears 
49 
as a member of the Valens group, i s on 13th Jan. 366 . So the 
change must have begun i n the course of t h a t year. I t i s quite 
probable t h a t he did not adopt a d e f i n i t e p o s i t i o n u n t i l f o r c e d to 
do so by the a r r i v a l of the request from V i t a l i s , and t h a t , having 
committed h i m s e l f i n h i s l e t t e r B V I , he then i s s u e d h i s creed and 
50 
answering l e t t e r to B V 
I t i s d i f f i c u l t to d i s c o v e r the exact reason f o r Germinius' change 
of mind. One t h i n g i s c e r t a i n - though brought to a head by 
i m p e r i a l p r e s s u r e , i t did not take p l a c e f o r any p o l i t i c a l motive. 
At t h i s time, the Emperor Valens was i n c o n t r o l of the E a s t , had 
51 
begun, i n the s p r i n g of 365, the "second A r i a n p e r s e c u t i o n " , and 
by h i s support kept A r i a n i s m a l i v e u n t i l h i s death at the b a t t l e 
of Adrianople 378. Meanwhile, i n the West, V a l e n t i n i a n I p\irsued 
52 
a p o l i c y of t o l e r a t i o n and n e u t r a l i t y • 
Notes. 
47. the date of composition of B V. 
48. c f . p.159 L.L2,L3. p.160 L.5sq. 
49. c f . the " A L t e r c a t i o H e r a c l i a n i l a i c i cujn Germinio episcopo 
S i r m i e n s i de f i d e synodi Nicaenae et Ariminensis Arianorum; 
quod gestum e s t i n c i v i t a t e SirnCLana coram omni populo Idus 
I a n . V I f e r i a , Gratiano et Dagalaifo consu]iibus" i n C P . 
C a s p a r i " K i r c h e n h i s t o r i s c h e Anek'dota I , Christiania»1883,133sq. 
50. c f . A I I I . 
51. H i s t . Aceph 15. 
52. c f , h i s r e p i y to the Semiarians, when asking permission to hold 
a synod "My p l a c e i s among the l a i t y . I have no r i g h t to i n t e r f e r e i n such matters. Let the bishops assemble where they p l e a s e " Soz.H.E.VI, 7. Also h i s a t t i t u d e i n the dispute between H i l a r y and Aiix ntius. uxo^ o
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Burn suggests that i t was the rev e l a t i o n of the d u p l i c i t y of 
Talens w i t h regard to the t(.^r<< iTdLvT OL at an Arian conference 
held at, Singiduniim, which roused Germinius to r e v o l t . But i n his 
l e t t e r , Germinius expressly says that he i s w r i t i n g not i n protest 
to a Singidunum council, but at the request of V i t a l i s , and i t i s 
evident from the rumours i n B V that Germinius had been i n r e v o l t 
54 
before t h i s conference at Singidunum . I f Germinius' change of 
mind had been caused only by t h i s d u p l i c i t y , i t i s d i f f i c u l t to 
understand why the r e v o l t had not come e a r l i e r , f o r example, at 
Nike'^when Valens f i r s t perpetrated the decfeit^^. There must, 
therefore, have been some other contributory factor. Now, i n liay 
366, a f t e r the death of the usurper Procopius, Valens resumed his 
persecution of the Semiarians. They, i n t u r n , a f t e r holding 
several synods^^, decided to send deputies to Valentinian and to 
l i b e r i u s of Some w i t h i n s t r u c t i o n s to accept the Nicene f a i t h and 
57 
seek t h e i r assistance^'. I t seems probable that Germinius had 
come i n contact w i t h these deputies and been influenced by them 
in' a Semiarian d i r e c t i o n . Whether Germinius eventually went so 
f a r as to accept the Nicene creed i s not known. 
Notes. 
53. L.c, p.XI. 
54. p.159 L.l6sq.. 
55. c f . A V g 2 , 
56. Socr. H.E. IV, 12. 
57. Socr. L.c.Soz. H.E. VI , 10. 
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ITalens' i n t e r e s t i n Germinius • change of mind i s understandable. 
He would be p a r t i c u l a r l y anxious l e s t Germinius' example should 
influence some of his more moderate supporters, and t h i s anxiety 
would not be allayed by the i n t e r e s t shown by Rufianus and the 
other bishops mentioned i n B V I . 
One question remains to be answered, namely, why Hila r y should 
have collected these documents. One reason would be Hilary's 
58 
in t e r e s t i n the Semiarians , an in t e r e s t which would be quickened 
by t h e i r overtures to the Y/esterns during the second Arian 
persecution. Then again, from B VI i t appears that Germinius 
was hopeful of gaining support i n his protest against the deceit 
of Valens*cf,p.l6l L.3 p.164 L.6,7. I t is.not known i f he had 
any success; but these documents, foreshadow the change that was 
to come i n Arian fortunes a f t e r the death of Valens and show that 
i n spite of imperial favour, a s p l i t was already occurring w i t h i n 
the ranks of the Arians. Another reason would be that Valens and 
Ursacius were Hilary's p a r t i c u l a r "betes noires" and he might have 
included these documents to i l l u s t r a t e the unscrupulous methods 
which they were prepared at a l l times to adopt. 
Notes. 
58. cf. his De Synodis. 
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Series B V I I , 1 Narrative Text. 
SUiM^Y. Before he went i n t o e x i l e , Liberius wrote to Eusebius, 
Dionisius and Lucifer, vvho were i n exile f o r the f a i t h . . 
COivli^ENTARY. p.l64 L.14 antequam ad exilium i r e t - i t i s not known 
exactly when Liberius was sent i n t o e x i l e , but the follovdng letter"^ 
proves that i t was sometime a f t e r the synod of Milan 355' I t must 
have Ibaken place very soon a f t e r that council because, while special 
mention i s made here of Eusebius, Dionysius and Lucifer, the three 
bishops vtio remained steadfast at Milan and thus suffered exile, 
2 
there i s no mention of Ossius, who was also exiled l a t e r i n 355 y 
nor of Hilar^^, who suffered the same fate a f t e r the synod of Beziers 
356. 
L.14,15 banc uniformem epistulam - i t would not have been p o l i t i c 
f o r the Emperor to have banished the three bishops, condemned at 
Milan, to the same place of e x i l e . So Susebius was banished to 
Scythopolis i n Palestine, Dionysius to Cappadocia i n Syria, and 
Lucifer to Germanicia i n Syria. Because of that, Ldberius wrote 
t h i s c i r c u l a r l e t t e r . 
L.15,16 Eusebio, Dionisio et Lucifero - f o r Eusebius see A I I p.46 
L.11 note. For Lucifer, A V I I , p.89 L.3. 
Notes. 
1. B V I I , 2 p.165 L.7,8. 
2. Ath. Hist. Ar. 42, 45. 
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Dionysius became t i shop of Milan i n 346 and was president of 
the council i n 355' According to the narrative text ^3 to the Orat. 
Syn. Sard, ad Const.-^j when Eusebius of V e r c e l l i produced the Nicene 
creed at the council', Dionysius stepped forv/ard f i r s t , as president, 
to sign i t , but was prevented from doing so by Valens. I t was as 
a r e s u l t of t h i s incident t h a t the Arians had the council trans-
ferred to the Emperor's palace. Dionysius was destined to spend the 
rest of his l i f e i n exile and died i n Cappadocia i n 374. 
Athanasius^ relates t h a t , i n addition to these three bishops, two 
legates of Liberius, .a presbyter, Eutropius, and a deacon, Hilary, 
were also exiled at Milan, the l a t t e r having f i r s t been scourged. 
Rufinus^ places bishop Rhodanius of Toulouse among the exiles, but • 
his banishment seems to belong to another time. 
B V I I , 2 Letter of Liberius to Eusebius, Dionysius and Lucifer,355. 
SUMMARY. (1) Liberius comforts the exiles i n t h e i r present trouDles 
with the hope of future reward. He grieves that "hard necessity 
deprives him' of t h e i r fellowship and v/ishes that he had been the 
f i r s t to suffer that he rai^ht have given them an example to f o l l o w i . 
(2) Because they have been brought nearer-to God through t h e i r 
sufferings, he asks them to remember him i n t h e i r prayers, that he 
might/ 
Notes. 3. p.187 L.12sq.Feder. • 
4. Hist. Ar. 41. , 
5. H.E. I , 20. 
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might be enabled to endure the blows which f a l l heavier every day, 
and so be made equal to them through having jcreserved the f a i t h and 
the catholic diurch. He also requests them to write and give him 
exact d e t a i l s of what took place at the council. 
GQMMTARY. The authent i c i t y of t h i s l e t t e r i s unquestioned. I t 
has been preserved .only i n t h i s work. I n addition to Faber?-
Coustant, t h i s and the following l e t t e r s have been edited by 
Baronius ad ann.355 n.XXXV, ad ann.353 n.XIX, ad ann.357 n.XLIII -XtV 
p. 164 L.I8 sub imagine pacis - the professed desire of both Nicenes 
and Arians i n appealing f o r another council had been to secure the 
peace of the Church. I n order to a t t a i n t h i s aim, the orthodox 
bishops had wished a f u l l discussion of a l l the disputed points 
both i n doctrine and i n the question concerning Athanasius, but the 
Ariahs had demanded simply and solely the condemnation of Athanasius,| 
and i t was obvious t h a t , under the guise of peace, they had aimed 
to overthrow u t t e r l y and completely the decisions of the council of 
Nicaea. 
L.I8 humani generis inimicus - i . e . Satan (working through the 
Arians )t 
p.165 L . l singularis - i n contrast to the fluctuations of Valens 
and his companions. 
L . l / 
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" L . l , 2 et hie probabiles. .designavit - because of the whims of a 
ty r a n t , those bishops, who resisted his w i l l , knew that death on 
behalf of t h e i r f a i t h awaited them at any tiaie,cf, Tert. ad Martyras^ 
"sufferings..are but t r i f l e s compared to obtaining a c e l e s t i a l glory 
and divine rewa2?d", also Tert de Anima 55*^ ^ Puga XIV §§1,9 '^^ 
(a»XKxMsxx£iiixxxsxpx3:^^«j^x:^ 
L.3 merita v i r t u t i s vestrae - i n addition to any reward i n a future 
l i f e , the courage they had shown i n remaining steadfast to t h e i r 
f a i t h , would exalt the Nicene f a i t h i n the eyes of other bishops and 
strengthen the weaker brethren. 
L.6,7 s i credatis. .detrusura - so close i s he i n s p i r i t t o them that 
he feels himself thrust i n t o exile with thera.cf, L.13sq. 
L.7,8 denique..pendentem - a f t e r the orthodox f a i l u r e at Milan, 
Liberius must have known that i t was only a matter of time before 
the Emperor would confront him v/ith the same demands as he had made 
to the exiled bishops and that he, too, would have to make his 
choice between acceptance or e x i l e . This seems to have taken place 
very soon a f t e r Milan.cf.Ath. Hist. Ar. 35sq. Theod. H.E. I I , l 6 . 
L.8 durior necessitas - i . e . he has the desire to be m t h them but 
necessity i s more powerful than t h i s desire; viiich could mean 
ei t h e r / 
Notes. 
$'A . ante-Nicene Library XI Tert. v o l . I , 4 p.6. 7a-. ante-Nicene XV p.531-2 
7b.ante Nic, Lib. XI p.357sQ. 
- 425 -
either that he has perforce to stay at home because the Emperor has 
not yet ordered him int o e x i l e , or th a t he feels i t more necessary 
to stay and support the Nicene cause i n Rome than to go int o exile 
with the other bishops. 
L.11-13 sed f u e r i t . . v e n i r e t i s - cf. p.l65 L.lsq. 
p.165 L.l6sq. quantam denique gloriara etc - the privileged position 
and special honour accorded to martyrs i s evident even i n the New 
o 
Testament . Another trace i s found i n the l e t t e r of the Smyrnaeans 
XVII sq. g i v i n g the account of the martyrdom of Polycarp i n the 
middle of the 2nd. century. Perhaps the stroig est evidence i s 
9 
found i n the l e t t e r s of Cyprian; f o r example, Ep. XIX, 2 : "that 
they who had received l e t t e r s from the martyrs, and may, by t h e i r 
aid, be holpen with the Lord amid t h e i r sins, i f they begin to be 
sore pressed by any sickness or p e r i l may be remitted unto the Lord 
w i t h the peace promised them by the martyrs. But f o r ttie rest who, 
not having obtained l e t t e r s from the martyrs, complain invidiously... 
l e t them await, from the protection of the Lord, the public peace of 
the Church i t s e l f " . 
Liberius encourages the exiled bishops by comparing the glory they 
have gained with that cf those who have died i n persecution. The 
enemies/ 
Notes. 
8. cf. Rev. VI, 9,11; XVII, 6; XX, 4.. 
9. C.S.E.L.III; i i 525sq. 
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enemies of the f a i t h are mere insidious i n t h e i r choice of weapons, 
and the moral courage required to r e s i s t them i s greater than the 
physical courage involved i n facing the sword of a persecutor. 
I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to net e the use of "denique" i n L.7 aixi L.I6 and 
i n each case not i n a temporal sense, cf,B m p. 155 L.16. 
L.20 sq. quorum, quantumque etc - the grammatical constr-uct'ion of 
t h i s sentence i s rather conplicated. "Quorum" quali f i e s " v i o l e n t i a " 
and "inveniuntur" i s a sense construction from " p e r f i d i s " , the 
antecedent of "quorum". 
p.166 L.3sq. Et quia proximiores etc - as early as Origen and 
Hippolytus traces are found of a b e l i e f i n the powei' of the holy 
dead to intercede f o r those on earth"^^ and by the l a t t e r h a l f of 
the ifourth century invocation of the holy dead was common among 
Christians"^"^. Liberius' thought (L.3sq.) i s an adaptation of t h i s 
idea combined with that of the special graces attri b u t e d t o con-
fessors and martyrs"'"^. Because of t h e i r good confession, the exiled] 
bishops w i l l be especially favoured of God and He w i l l be a l l the 
more w i l l i n g to hear t h e i r prayers. 
Notes.' 
10. cf.Origen "De Oratione" XIV, 6. Hippolytus "Comm. i n Danielem" 
I I , 30. 
11. cf»Hil. De Trin. X I , 3; Basil "Horn.in martyres" l o ; Greg. Naz. 
Orat.XXIV, 11; Ambrose "De Viduis" IX, 55] Jer. Ep. GVIII ad 
Eustochium 13; Aug. Sermo CCLXXXV, 5* Delehaye "Les Origines 
du culte des martyrs" (Brussels 1912)* 
12. cf#p.l65 L.l6sq. note. 
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L.5 sq. u t supervenientes etc - t h i s i s p:'obably an indication 
t h a t the Arians have already begun t h e i r attack on Liberius himself. 
L.7 parem vobis..me - i . e . made equal, not necessarily through 
suf f e r i n g the same fate^of e x i l e , but i n having safely preserved the 
f a i t h and the catholic church. 
L.8,9 i n ipsa congressione - i . e . i n the synod at Milan where 
Eusebius, Dionysius and Lucifer were exiled. The fact that Liberius 
the bishop who had requested the council, had sent representatives to 
i t and was d i r e c t l y concerned i n i t , has yet no certain information 
as to what actually happened at the synod, indicates how easily the 
mass of bishops could be deceived by unscrupulous men. 
L.IO l i t t e r i s intimare dignemini - no reply i s extant and there i s 
no evidence as to whether i t was ever w r i t t e n . I n so f a r as he • 
makes t h i s request, Liberius can hardly have expected his own exile 
to be imminent. 
L . l l d iversis rumoribus - the Arians had probably been publishing 
various reports of vh at had happened at the synod. 
L.12 a l i a raanu - probably that of his secretary, when dispatching 
the three copies of the c i r c u l a r l e t t e r . 
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CONCLUSION. The contents of the l e t t e r show that i t must have been 
w r i t t e n very soon a f t e r Milan"^-^, between the end of the synod 
(Spring 355) andti e exile of Liberius'^'^. The constant r e i t e r a t i o n 
of encouragement through the hope of future g l o i y , the exaggerated 
tone of g r i e f at separation from them, and the defence of preserving 
the f a i t h at home give ri s e to the suspicion that Liberius feels 
himself embarrassed about bishops, y/ho were his representatives at 
Milan, being i n e x i l e , while he himself s t i l l occupies his own see. 
15 
I t i s a l e t t e r w r i t t e n indeed as much f o r his own benefit as f o r 
the consolation of the exiled bishops. 
B V I I , 3 Narrative t e x t . 
SUIvlMARY. Before he went into e x i l e , Liberius likewise wrote to 
Caecilianus of Spoletium i n Umbria concerning Vincent of Capua. 
COMi|ENTARY. p.l66 L.15 antequam i r e t i n exili'dm - cf.p.l64 L.14 
note. 
he Vincentio Capuensi - cf.A V I I p.90 L.24 note. 
Notes. 13. cf»p.l65 L.7sq. p.166 L.8sq. 
14. c.summer 355 cf.Feder Stud. I •D.105sq. 15. cf,.§2. 
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L.l6 Caecilianum - nothing more i s known about t h i s bishop. 
B V I I , 4 Excerpt from Liberius' l e t t e r to Caecilianus.353/4. 
SUiMMiY. Liberius urges him not to be dismayed by the action of 
Vincent. 
CQMiVENTARY P»l66 L.l8 factum Vincentii - Vincent of Capua had 
gone at, the head of the embassy from Liberius to Constantius, 
requesting a council at Aquileia'^^. This request was granted 
though the council was held, not at Aquileia, but at Aries i n 353' 
I t ended vdth the defeat of the orthodox, including the representa-
tives of Liberius. The "factum V i n c e n t i i " w i l l r e f e r to the f a l l 
of Vincent at Aries,cf.B V I I , 5 p.l67 L.2 "Vincenti rui-na"., L.14 
"post cuius factum". Athanasius"^"^ excuses Vincent by asserting 
that i t v;as only a f t e r severe treatment that he renounced comiuunion 
with himself. 
ab intentu boni operis - i t i s not known to what t h i s refers, but 
i t may be presumed that i t would be some proposed action i n defence 
of the Nicene f a i t h . Mention of the former legate Vincent inclines 
one to the opinion th a t Caecilianus was thinking of supporting 
Liberius i n his plea to Constantius f o r another council.cf.B V I I , 6^  
A V I I . 
Notes. • . • ' 
16. cf.B V I I , 6 p.167 L.6sq. 
17. Apol.ad eoiast. 27. 
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From the mention of Vincent's f a l l and absence of any reference to 
Milan 355> i t would seem that t h i s l e t t e r must have been composed 
sometime a f t e r the council of Aries 353, but before that of Milan 35^ 
B V I I , 5 Narrative t e x t . 
SUBMARY. He also wrote to Ossius concerning the f a l l of Vincent 
as follows: 
COMi^ NTARY. p.167 L.2 Ossiura - see A I I p.46 L.14 note. 
de Vincenti ruina - cf. p.l66 L.I8 note. His f a l l i s mentioned also 
1 PI 
i n Liberius' l e t t e r to Eusebius , as i s also the subservience of 
the other I t a l i a n bishops, and then Lucifer's o f f e r to t r y again. 
B V I I , 6 Excerpt from Liberius' l e t t e r to Ossius 353/4-. 
SUI#/IARY. Liberius states t h a t , i n his request'to Constantius f o r 
a council at Aquileia, he had the support of many I t a l i a n bishops. 
Vincent of Capua and Marcellus, another bishop of Campania, had 
undertaken t o go as his legates, and he had expected much of 
Vincent because of h i s past experience. His f a l l had, therefore, 
been a source of grievous sorrow to him. 
COMMTARY. p.167 L.4 I n t e r haec - Liberius seems to have been 
g i v i n g / 
Notes. 
18. Bar ad ann. 353 n.20. 
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giv i n g Ossius an account of recent happenings i n the struggle with 
the Arians. I n t h i s passage, which can be only an extract from the 
l e t t e r , he relates some of the preliminaries to the council of Aries 
353 and seeks to excuse his choice of Vincent as legate;. 
This l e t t e r must have been w r i t t e n not long af t e r the council of 
Aries and before t h a t of Milan. Like the other l e t t e r s i n t h i s 
document, i t has been preserved only i n t h i s work. I t s authenticity 
has never been doubted. 
L.4,5 m u l t i ex I t a l i a coepiscopi - such as, perhaps, the 
Caecilianus of B V I I , 3 and 4. 
L.6,7 s i c u t i p s i placuerat dudum - t h i s i s doubtless a reference 
to the council of Sirraium held i n 351 under the auspices of 
Constantius. 
A f t e r the conpletion of the c i v i l war, both sides, orthodox ajid 
Arian, were anxious f o r a council to s e t t l e the a f f a i r s of the . 
Church, the orthodox p a r t i c u l a r l y so, i n view of the fresh charges 
already being brought against Athanasius"^^. I n making his request, 
Liberius i s careful to go, not i n his own strength, but with the 
support of many I t a l i a n bishops. 
L.7 ad Aquileiam - Liberius' aim i n choosing t h i s place would be 
t o / 
Notes. , • 
19. cf.Ath. Apol. ad Const. 2, 6, 14, I9 sq. 
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to t r y and secure a great measure of control over the council. 
Constantius, hov;ever, wished to have the council under his own 
power, and so assembled i t at Aries,' where his .headquarters were 
at that time. 
L.8 Marcello - -'nothing else i s known of t h i s bishop. 
L.8, 9 legationem nostram - i . e . the embassy to the Emperor at 
Aries.cf.A V I I p.90 L.24,25. 
L.9 - i . e . Vincent. 
L.IO causam - i . e . of the orthodox f a i t h which was inextricably 
bound up with the Nicene creed and Athanasius. 
L.IO,11 iudex..resedisset - Vincent i s believed to be the presbyter 
of that name who represented Silvester of Rome at Nicaea 325. He 
20 
had also, been present at Western Sardica and was one of the legates 
who had brought to Constantius at Antioch a l e t t e r from the council 
and another, to support i t , from Constans. So f a r as could be 
judged from his past record and association with Ossius, Liberius 
did seem j u s t i f i e d i n selecting him as leader of the embassy to 
Constantius. . 
Notes. 
20. B I I , 4 p.134 L . l , 
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L.12 integrum ius..servari - i . e . the law of the Gospels i s 
preserved i n i t s i n t e g r i t y by the orthodox bishops and therefore by 
•this legation. I n t h i s sense the law of the Gospels can be 
i d e n t i f i e d with that of the legation. 
L.I3 simulationem - the orthodox at Aries condemned Athanasius on 
the promise of Valens and his followers that Arianism would l a t e r 
be condemned, a promise never f u l f i l l e d . Liberius here censures 
his legate f o r allowing himself to be thus deceived. No matter 
how sincere t h e i r proposal .may have seemed, from his past experience 
Vincent ought to have known to bev/are of deceit. Because of t h i s , 
h i s i s the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the f a i l u r e of the orthodox cause at 
Aries. 
L.14 cuius factum - cf. p.l66 L.I8 factum V i n c e n t i i . 
d u p l i c i merore - double g r i e f because (1) of Vincent having 
betrayed his t r u s t (2) of the outcome of the council. 
L.l5)l6 ne viderer..consensum - i . e . he i s a f r a i d l e s t he too i s 
thought to be implicated i n the action of his embassy at Aries i n 
condemning Athanasius. By such l e t t e r s as t h i s , however, he shov/s 
that he dissociates himself from t h e i r decision. 
B V I I , 2, 4, and 6 are generally accepted as genuine l e t t e r s of 
Liberius. I n the Appendix, vh ere f u l l discussion i s made on the 
question of the disputed l e t t e r s , the conclusion i s reached that a l l 
the/ 
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the l e t t e r s of Liberius contained i n Hilary's work are authentic 
and t h i s assumption landerlies the Commentary on the following 
B V I I 7 -11. 
B V I I , 7 Narrative t e x t . 
SUMviARY. When sent i n t o e x i l e , Liberius brought a l l these fi n e . 
sentiments to, nothing by w r i t i n g to the Arian heretics who unjustly 
condemned the orthodox bishop Athanasius. 
• COMMENTARY. p.l68 L . l missus i n exilium - soon a f t e r the end of 
the council of Milan, the Emperor sent the zealous Arian, Eusebius, 
to t r y and secure L±»erius' acceptance of the Milan decisions. 
Y/hen he'•failed, Liberius was summoned to appear at Milan before the 
Emperor. This would occur on the return of Constantius to Milan 
at the end of June or beginning of July, a f t e r his Alamanni 
campaign . But not even Constantius v/ith a l l his threats and 
remonstrances could cause Liberius to waver i n his allegiance to 
Athanasius and the Nicene f a i t h . So he was sent into exile to 
22 
Beroea i n Thrace i n the summer of 355 
L. 1, 2 scribens...haereticis - cf.the following l e t t e r s . 
Notes. • ^ 
21. Aram. Marc. I 5 j 4. 
22. cf-Sulp. Sev. Chron I I , 39. Theod. I I , I5sq. Pref. to Lib, 
prec. 3 C.S.E.L. 35, 2. 
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According to Chapman^^, these are the vrords with lAhich the forger 
introduces his work . Viehhauser ^ i s also of the opinion that 
t h i s narrative t e x t can not have originated from Hilary because, he 
asserts, the use of the words "sanctus" and "orthoaoxus" i n t h i s 
connection i s foreign to him. But he i s at least mistaken with the 
26 
word "sanctus" , and indeed there i s no real reason why these words 
should not have come from the pen of Hilary. The sentiments 
expressed i n t h i s narrative text are those which one would naturally 
expect from an orthodox t i shop who himself had suffered exile f o r 
the f a i t h and who was disgusted at the way i n which Liberius had 
f a l l e n a f t e r a l l his previous actions and protestations.cf.B V I I , 
2 and 6 . 
B V I I , 8 Letter of Liberius to Eastern bishoirs . 357• 
SUMARY. (1) Liberius begins his l e t t e r by saying that t h e i r holy 
f a i t h i s known to God and to men. He excuses his former attitude 
towards Athanasius, declares that he now agrees with t h e i r j u s t 
condemnation of him, aid has sent a l e t t e r concerning t h i s to 
Gonstantius by the hand of Portunatian, and announces that he has 
peace with them and a l l the Eastern bishops. (2) As further proof 
of his a t t i t u d e , he asserts tha t , a f t e r Deraofilus' exposition, he 
has / 
Notes. 
23. Rev. Ben. I9IO p . l 9 0 . 
24. cf.the section on these Liberius l e t t e r s . 
25. p.46. 
26. c f . H i l . De Syn. 77 ,90. 
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has accepted the Sirmian creed. Consequently, he-asks them to 
procure his return from exLle to his own see. 
27 COMMENTARY. p . l 6 8 L . 5 Dilectissimis.. .Orientalibus - P.Sinthern ' 
declares that the placing of "presbiteris" before "coepiscopis" 
indicates the suspicious da aracter of the l e t t e r . But t h i s see.ns 
an u n l i k e l y opinion because a forger would be most careful to avoid 
28 
such an elementary mistake. Feder suggests that i t i s a defect 
i n form not surprising i n the l e t t e r of. an old man humbled by exi l e , 
29 
a l e t t e r probably w r i t t e n down by a strange hand . Moreover, as 
the t i t l e i s not given i n the c o n c i l i a r collections, he thinks i t 
might be a l a t e r addition. 
But there seems no reason why "presbiter" should not be used 
here i n the sense of "old", "aged", "elder"•^^. "Brethren, elders^"^ 
and fellow-bi shops. 
Orientalibus - probably l i k e those mentioned i n B V I I , 9, a group 
of bishops of diverse views, including extremists, such as Acacius 
and Eudoxius, and conservatives, such as Basil. 
L .9 ego Athanasium non defendi - Liberius could say t h i s i n the 
sense that he had always demanded a f a i r t r i a l at which the rights 
of/ 
Notes. 
27. De causa papae L i b e r i i p.144. 
28. Stud. I p.169. 
29. cf,Stud. I p.110. 
30 . cf, Tert. de Cor. M i l . 1 1 , 
31* i . e . the aged men of the Church, including bishops j u s t as 
"brethren" includes them. 
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of both sides'could be f u l l y discussed and a j u s t judgment given; 
i n t h i s sense he could be said to have taken neither side and there-
fore had not defended Athanasius. Moreover, i f i t was objected that 
the caise of his e x i l e had been his refusal to condeimi Athanasius, 
he could reply that t h i s refusal had not been based on any defence 
of that persDn, but had simply arisen from a desire to see j u s t i c e 
done;i.e. he could not condemn Athanasius u n t i l the l a t t e r had had 
a f a i r t r i a l , not a f a r c i c a l a f f a i r l i k e Aries 353 or Milan 355, 
cf,L.12 "when I knew that you had JiJSTLY condemned him". 
L.IO 11 sed quia, .iudicarer - t h i s i s evidence again of the power 
of tradition-^ . The action of every bishop i s to a certain extent 
l i m i t e d by the acts of his predecessor, and the bishop of Rome was 
early recognised as being i n a special position as f a r as t h i s was 
concemed^^. The reference i s to the active part played oy 
Ju l i u s i n the defence of Athanasius.cf. his l e t t e r ^ ^ and his synod 
at Rome i n 341. 
L .12 iuste vos i l i u m conderanasse - t h i s can not have taken place at 
the Sirmian synod mentioned on p.169 L .7} i f Sirmium 351 i s meant, 
because that synod was concerned only with Marcellus and Photinas. 
Nor can i t refer to SirraiUiH 357 because that was a purely V/estem 
synod^^. Perhaps i t refers to a statement i n a coininunication sent 
by/ 
Notes. 
32. cf.A IV, 1 . B I I , 1 . Tert. ad Praescr. l 6 - 2 1 . 
33. c f . I r e n . adv. Haer. I l l , 3-
34. Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 20sq. 
35. Soz. IV, 12 . 
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by these Easterns to Liberius, or i t may even refer r i g h t back to 
the decision of Tyre and mean that Liberius has now been persuaded 
to accept that as a binding decision of the Eastern Church. 
L.I3 mox..vestris - he i s eager to show his readiness i n giving 
consent to t h e i r decisions. 
l i t t e r a s - t h i s could be "Studens" (B I I I , 1 ) . cf, p .171 L .8sq, 
p.156 L.lsq. , also p.1(^8 L .15 note^. 
L.14 i d est de condempnatione ipsius - Faber i s of the opinion that 
these words were not part of the o r i g i n a l text,' but there seems to 
be no reason why they should not be taken as such. 
L .15 Fortunatianura - Fortunatian of Aquileia-iSeems to have been i n 
close connection with Liberius during his e x i l e . Jerome-^^ declares 
that "Fortunatian i s to be blamed because he f i r s t s o l i c i t e d 
Liberius going i n t o e x i l e , broke him and compelled him to sign a 
heresy". Hilary^'^ says that Fortunatian circulated the l e t t e r 
"^tudens" to t r y and gain some advantage f o r Liberius, but without 
success. • The l e t t e r referred to i n t h i s letter-^ i s probably to 
be i d e n t i f i e d with "Studens" f o r , although the l a t t e r i s addressed 
t o / 
Notes. 
36. Gat. Script. 97 
37. i n B I I I , 2 . 
38 . p.168 L . I 3 . 
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to- Eastern bishops, and not to Constantius, mention i s made i n B Vll., 
10 p .171 L . 8 sq . of a l e t t e r , w r i t t e n indeed to Eastern bishops, but 
taken by Fortunatian to Constantius^^. 
p. 168 L . I 6 sq. amoto Athanasio etc - t h i s had been the sole demand 
of the Arians at Aries and Milan. At that stage, they had not 
dared to attack the Nicene creed openly, and so t h e i r plan of 
campaig-n had been to talce an i n d i r e c t step tov;ards t h e i r u l t i m t e 
objective by overthrov/ing i t s most v a l i a n t upholder, Atiianasius. 
But .now, by the time t h i s l e t t e r v;as v/ritten, as Liberius himself 
must have realised, emboldened by t h e i r successes at Aries, Milan 
and Beziers, the Arians had cast aside t h i s fear and were issuing 
creeds which were openly h e r e t i c a l and designed to replace the 
Nicene creed. 
p.169 L . l e p i s t u l i a - i . e . c i r c u l a r l e t t e r s issued by Athanasius 
to defend himself against the l i e s of the Arians and to secure 
40 
support . 
L .5 Deraofilus - i . e . the t i shop of Beroea (where Liberius spent 
his e x i l e ) . cf.A IV, 3 p.78 L .2 note. 
Notes. 
39. The other p o s s i b i l i t y , of course, can not be ruled out v i z . 
that i n addition to the Easterns' l e t t e r , Fortunatian had 
also taken one addressed by Liberius to the Emperor himself. 
40. cf.Ep. L I t o Lucifer. 
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L .7 Syrmio - i t i s d i f f i c u l t to determine v/hich synod of Sirmium 
i s referred to here. Four opinions are possible (1) i t i s the 
"Long" Sirraian 351 (2) the Sirmian synod of August 357) which 
41 . 42 produced the "Blasphemy" (3) one of which no trace survives 
(4) the Sirraian synod of 358. 
Hefele''^-^ accepts on the whole the account of Soz. H.E. IV, 15 
that Liberius signed the'so-called t h i r d Sirmian formula of 358. 
But-to do so, he discounts, on unconvincing grounds, the testimony 
of B V I I , r e j e c t i n g as spurious the Liberian. l e t t e r s and comments 
of the Fragraentist. I f , however, the l e t t e r s and cominents i n B V l l 
are taken as authentic'^'''', i t becomes very improbable that Sirmium 
358 i s meant because (a) B V I I , 8 represents Liberius as consenting 
to the .Sirmian decrees v/hile s t i l l i n exile i n Beroea i. e . before 
the synod of Sirmiura 358 was held, (b) according to Liberius' own 
testimony i n his interview with Constantius'^^ Theodore of Heraclea"^^ 
was already dead even before the time of the synod of Sirmium held 
i n August 357' (c) so f a r from p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the synod of SirmiumI 
358, Eudoxius was ac t u a l l y the centre of attack by that synod. 
Blondell, Petavius^'' and others have favoured the synod of 
48 
Sirmium held i n August 357> and Hilary does indeed describe i t s 
creed as a " p e r f i d i a " . But again the objection arises that Theodore 
of/ 
Notes. 
41. H i l . De Syn. 1 1 . 
42. cf. R. Hussey i n his notes to Soz. H.E. I l l , 12. 
43 . I I , 231sq. 
4 4 . cf, additional section on Liberian Letters. 
45 . Theod. I I , 16. 
4 6 . B vn, 9 p. 170 L . 5 . 
47. i n his notes on Epiph. 
48 . De Syn. 1 1 . 
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of Heraclea was already dead before i t was held. Secondly, accord-
ing to Sozoraen'^9, only Westerns were present at t h i s synod. 
50 
Thirdly, s-o f a r from aiding i n i t s composition-^ , Basil of Ancyra 
was v i o l e n t l y opposed to t h i s creed. So t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y aiust also 
be excluded. There remain (1) and ( 3 ) . As an alternative to (3) 
i s i t possible that the Sirmian synod of B V I I , 8 could be the one 
held i n 351? Schiktanz^"^ and Coustant^^ think so. I n favour 
of t h i s view i s the fa c t that a large number of the bishops, 
mentioned i n B V I I , 9 as having participated i n the composition, 
of the creed signed by Liberius, had been present at Sirmiura 3 5 I ; 
f o r example, Narcissus of Neronias, Theodore of.Heraclea, Basil, 
Eudoxius, Macedonius of Mopsuestia, Mark of Arethusa, Valens and 
Ursacius^^. I t has been objected t h a t , in.his De Synodis 38sq. , 
Hilary treats the creed of Sirmium 351 so favoui'ably that i t i s 
d i f f i c u l t to believe that i n another part of his works he would c a l l 
i t a " p e r f i d i a " and anathematise Liberius f o r signing i t . But i n 
considering t h i s difference i n judgment, one has also to remember 
the d i f f e r e n t aims and circunstances of the tv/o works. I n the De 
Synodis, Hi l a r y was t r y i n g to ef f e c t an union, or at least promote 
f r i e n d l y feelings, between the Nicenes and Seraiarians, between 
Westerns and Easterns, and so readily welcomed from the Eastern side 
anything/ 
Notes. 
4 9 . IV, 12 . 
50. cf. B V I I , 9. 
5 1 . p.102. 
52. P.L. X c o l . 689 ( i ) s q . 
53 ' cf. Socr. I I , 29. Soz. IV, 6. 
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anything which apr.roxiraated, or was not i n j u r i o u s , to the Nicene 
creed. I n so f a r as the "Long" Sirmian creed excludea u l t r a -
Arianism, i t was useful f o r his purpose and so could be interpreted 
•in a favourable l i g h t . On the other hand, i n the present work his 
purpose^ was to reveal that the chief and ultimate aim behind the 
deceit and cunning of the Arians was the complete overthrov/ of the 
Nicene creed. From t h i s point of viev/, any creed composed a f t e r 
Nicaea 325 constituted a threat to the authority of the Nicene 
creed. I n subscribing the Sirraian creed, Liberius was, therefore, 
departing.from the true f a i t h and helping the Arians to achieve 
t h e i r aim. He had subscribed something which was "praeter fidem 
55 
unarn", which was therefore a "pe r f i d i a , non fides" . Reprehensible 
i n any bishop, i t was a grievous s i n and worthy of the strongest 
condemnation ( i . e . of being anathematised) i n the case of the bishop 
of Rome v/hora a l l had regarded as a p i l l a r of Western orthodoxy and 
to whom the whole West had looked f o r example and guidance. When 
Liberius succumbed, i t must have seemed as i f the Arian heresy would 
sweep unhindered across the whole of the West. I n face of that 
danger, the strong language used here by Hilary i s understandable^^. 
I t may be wondered why Liberius was asked to subscribe a creed 
composed as early as 351- The only reasonable explanation i s that 
i t / 
Notes. 
54. cf.B I . 
55. cf. c. Coast. 24. 
5D. AS events turned out, i n the hour of c r i s i s the great mass of 
.Western bishops remained staunch to the Nicene creed.cf. H i l . 
fie Syn. Isq. 
- 443 -
i t was the only creed which the Arians had at that time i n t h e i r 
possession capable of r i v a l l i n g the Nicene; u n t i l they produced a 
more up to date one, the creed of Sirmium 351 would lose none of i t s 
power or efficacy i n t h i s respect. 
So i t would seem that the s:>nod of Simium 351 offers -the best 
solution t o the problem, and the creed i n question v d l l be the "Long.' 
creed issued there^''^. 
p.169 L .7 a pluribus..nostris - cf,B V I I , 9 f o r t h e i r names. The 
synod of Sirmium 351 was composed p r i n c i p a l l y of Eastern Eusebians; 
i t i s quite probable that Valens and Ursacius were the only Western 
representatives. 
L .8 ,9 haec est., sequentia - Baronius^^ omits t h i s note but admits 
i n the appendix that he had found i t i n the co l l e c t i o n of 
Cresconius. Feder^'^ grants the antiquit y of the three anathemas 
given here together with the one given at the end of B V I I , 10, and 
declares that they must have come from the o r i g i n a l collector of the 
fragments or from one of the f i r s t copyists. Nevertheless, he i s 
u n w i l l i n g to accept Hilary a^s t h e i r author because (1) not a l l the 
anathemas have been included i n the c o n c i l i a r collections which have 
transmitted/ 
Notes. 
57• f o r the t e x t of t h i s creed, cf, H i l . De Syn. 38. Ath. De Syn.27 
58. ad ann.357 n . 34 . 
59 ' Stud. I p.l24sq. 
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transmitted these l e t t e r s (2) the creed of Sirrnium 351 i s treated 
d i f f e r e n t l y i n Hilary's De Synodis, and (3) Liberius would already 
be i n possession of his see again a f t e r his return from exile at 
the time v/hen Hilary was composing his work,- and so i t would be 
unthinkable that Hilary should h u r l such anathemas at him at that 
time. 
To the l a s t two objections of Feder, answer has already been 
given i n p.169 L .7 note. I t may here be added that even though 
Liberius was once again i n possession of his see v/hen these words 
,were w r i t t e n , the price he had paid f o r t h i s return would not soon 
be forgotten by the orthodox. Peace had by no means returned to 
the Church as a whole, indeed the orthodox cause v;as shortly to 
suffer another enormous set-back at Ariminum. I n such circum-
stances, Liberius' lapse merited even then the strongest condemna-
t i o n . 
As t o the f i r s t objection, i t i s quite possible that these 
marginal notes could have been overlooked or purposely omitted by 
the copyist of the c o n c i l i a r collections. 
, I n view of vhat has been said on p.169 L .7 note, there seems no 
reason why these anathemas sliould not be regarded as having come 
o r i g i n a l l y from Hilary. The 'ego' therefore refers to him. 
The phrase "sanctus Hilarius i l l i anathema d i c i t " (L.IO,11) i s 
obviously not from Hilary but must have been inserted by a copyist 
with an explanatory aim i n order to obviate the danger of these 
marginal notes being regarded as having come not from Hilary but 
only/ 
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only from a copyist. I f t h i s i s so, i t would be additional 
evidence f o r the H i l a r i a n authorship. 
p.169 L . l l , 12 et sociis t u i s - i.e . the Easterns with whom 
Liberius has now associated himself. 
L.12,13 i n nullo..tenetur - he again shows his eagerness to agree 
w i t h t h e i r decisions".cf. p.168 L .13 . 
L.13}14- praevaricator - cf. p . l 6 8 L . l l . 
L.14sq- sane petendum etc - he now reveals his real reason f o r 
writing- to the Easterns, namely, that they might secure his return 
from e x i l e . 
CONCLUSION. Because the bishops addressed i n t h i s l e t t e r s t i l l r e l y 
on the creed of Sirmium 351 , there i s good reason to suppose that 
the l e t t e r i t s e l f must have been v/ritten before the sjnod of 
Siirmium met i n August 357 anl issued the second Sirmian creed. 
I t i s not d i f f i c u l t to guess Liberius' reason f o r v;riting to 
those Easterns. They'were the t i shops with most influence over 
CoiB tantius at t M s p a r t i c u l a r time, and so the most hopeful way 
of securing a return from exile was to obtain i t through t h e i r i n t e r -
cession. Unfortunately f o r Liberius, those Eastern bishops were 
too preoccupied with t h e i r own a f f a i r s at t h i s time to pay much 
at t e n t i o n to his plea. U n t i l 356 the Arians had been united i n a 
common bond of resistance to the Nicenes , but they were by no means 
a/ 
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a homogeneous mass, and, with t h e i r victory i n that year, they soon 
began to divide i n t o splinter-groups, of i^hich the three most 
important were (a) the Semiarians (b) the Acacians (or Homoeans) 
and (c) the Anomoeans, with each group engaged i n a desperate 
struggle f o r supremacy. I t i s not surprising that, i n such a 
s i t u a t i o n as t h i s , Liberius met with l i t t l e success and-was com-
60 
pelled to look elsewhere f o r support 
This l e t t e r (B V I I , 8) provides an i n t e r e s t i n g l i n k with 
Liberius' a t t i t u d e before his e x i l e . From A V I I i t i s evident 
that Liberius, when f i r s t raised to the episcopate, proceeded very 
cautiously with regard, to Athanasius; i n t h i s l e t t e r to the Emperor 
he adopts a non-committal position, neilher j u s t i f y i n g nor condemn-
ing the bishop of Alexandria; but at the same time he does show 
himself anxious to secure a f a i r judgment. He appears, not as a 
zealous or extreme supporter of Athanasius, but rather as an inde-
pendent judge whose sole concern i s to secure a f a i r t r i a l f o r the 
accused. I n B V I I , 8 t h i s a t t i t u d e i s brought to i t s l o g i c a l 
conclusion because he asserts that i t i s only when he knows that 
they have JUSTLY condemned Athanasius, that he has given his consent 
to t h e i r decision. 
Notes. 
60. cf, his l e t t e r to Vincent B V I I , 11. 
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B V I I , 9 Narrative t e x t . 
SUMJIARY I t gives a l i s t of the bishops who participated i n the 
formulation of the perfidious S imian creed mentioned i n B V I I , 8. 
COMivENTARY. p.170, L.3 apud Sirmium - i . e . the synod of Sirini^jm 
351,cf.p.169 L .7 note. 
I 
L . 5sq . For Narcissus, Theodorus, Basilius, Eudoxius, Demofilus, 
Marcus and Acacius.cf, A IV, 3 notes. For Ursacius and Valens cf. 
A I p.45 L . 1 5 . For Macedonius A IV, 1 p.66 L.24,25. 
L .6 Cecropius - Cecropius was transiiated from the see of Laodicea_^ 
i n Phrygia to that of Nicoraedia i n Bithynia by Constantius i n 351 . 
Athanasius strongly condemns him and asserts tha t , l i k e Auxentius 
of Milan and Epictetus of Centumcellae, he has secured his election 
62 
through calumnies against the orthodox . He was one of those 
i n v i t e d by George of Laodicea to attend the consecration of the 
church erected by Basil at Ancyra 358^-^. He p e r i l e d i n the earth-
quake at Nicomedia i n August 358^'^. 
Silvanus - he was present as bl shop_ of Tarsus at Ancyra 358, and 
l a t e r took a prominent part i n the discussions at Seleucia^^. 
With/ 
Notes. 
6 1 . Ath. Hist. Ar . 7 4 . 
62. Ep. ad Episc. Aeg. 7 . 
63. Soz. IV, 13. 
64. Soz. IV, 16. 
65. Socr. I I , 39 . 
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With the other legates, he went to Constantinople*^^ and was deposed 
at the council there^*^. 
Evagrius - t h i s i s probably the "d shop of Mitylene i n Lesbos who 
6(-i 
subscribed the Acacian formula at Seleucia and was subsequently 
deposed by that synod^^. 
Hireneus - t h i s must be theEipvot»os bishop of Tr i p o l i s i n 
Phoenicia, who i s said to have subscribed the Acacian fonnula at 
70 
Seleucia*^ . 
L .7 Bassus - t h i s i s probably the t i shop of Carpathus v/ho was 
71 
present at Eastern Sardica' . 
Gaudentius - i t i s not knovm who t h i s i s . I t can not be 
Gaudentius of Naissus who was present at Western Sardica, or 
Guadentius of Ariminum, because both these bishops were recognised 
supporters of the Mcene creed. 
L .8 J u l i u s - i t i s scarcely probable that t h i s i s the bishop who 
72 
was present at Western Sardica . 
Notes. 
66. B V I I I , 1 . 
67 . Theod. I I , 27. 
68 . Epiph. Haer. 73, 26. 
69. Socr. H.E. I I , 40. 
70. Epiph Haer. 73, 26. 
7 1 . A'^IV, 3 p.77, L . 8 , 9 * 
72. B I I , 4 p.135 L . l . 
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Nothing i s known of Exuperantius, Terentianus, Surinus, Simplicius 
or Junior. 
L . 8 ,9 requirendum omnes ha e r e t i c i - t h i s phrase i s a l a t e r i n t e r -
polation. A 03pyist evidently thought that "omnes h a e r e t i c i " 
needed to be added to complete the thought, and put a note to t h i s 
e f f e c t . i n the margin. Then, l a t e r , someone with less understanding 
incorporated the whole note i n t o the t e x t , including the now meaning-
less "requirendum". 
B V I I , 10 Letter of Liberius to Ursacius, Valens and Germinius,357. 
SUMdARY. (1) Liberius asserts that he writes to thei|i,who are sons 
of peace, not under any compulsion, but f o r the sake of peace and 
concord, which i s preferable to martyrdom. He informs them that 
he had condemned Athanasius before he wrote to the Emperor, and that 
his only reason f o r delay i n w r i t i n g to the Easterns concerning the 
former had been to t r y and secure the r e c a l l of his.legates or the... 
bishops who had suffered e x i l e . (2) He then mentions the l e t t e r , 
sent by the hand of Fortunatiian, and informing the Emperor and the 
Easterns about his break from Athanasius, a copy of which he also 
sent'to the Emperor's eunuch, H i l a r i u s . Consequently he now 
requests them, f o r the sake of peace and concord, to intercede f o r 
him / 
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him with the Emperor and thus secure his return to Rome. Again he 
affirms his agreement with them a l l and also with Epictetus and 
Auxentius, and separates from communion anyone who dissents. 
COMMENTARY. I n addition to Faber-Coustant and Baronius, t h i s l e t t e r , 
with B V I I , 8 and B V I I , 1 1 , has been edited also by Schiktanz''^, 
and Chapman^ '^ . ^ 
p.170 L . l l For Ursacius and Valens cf.A I p.45 L . 15 . For 
Germinius cf.A I I I , p.47 L.I6. 
L .12 vos f i l i o s pacis esse - i t had been the assertion of Valens 
and his friends at Aries and M i a n that, when Athanasius was con-
demned, peace would once more be restored to the Church; and i n t h i s 
l e t t e r Liberius stresses that i t i s the peace of the Church which i s 
his main objective i n condemning Athanasius. 
His language here i s i n strong contrast to that used i n his l e t t e r 
to the Emperor A V I I ^4 p . 91 L .17sq. "quae est pax etc". 
L.13>14 non. .irapulsus - i . e . his desire to communicate with them i s 
a sincere one, not induced by force, threats or weariness of exile. 
L.14,15 sed pro bono..praeponitur - he feels that peace and concord 
are/ 
Notes. 
73. Die Hil a r i u s - Fragraente p . l59sq . (1905). 
74. Rev. Ben. I910 p.32-36. 
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are to be preferred to martyrdom i . e . though his condemnation of 
Athanasius and coimunion with Ursacius and Valens might seem a sign 
of wealcness and e n t a i l loss of glory as a martyr, yet the peace and 
u n i t y thus gained f o r the Church amply compensate f o r t h i s . I t 
75 
was expedient that one man should be sacrificed f o r the Church. 
L.15 his l i t t e r i s convenio vos - his reason f o r w r i t i n g to them, 
would be s i m i l a r to that v\fliich prompts him to write B V I I , 8. Just 
as he was about to wri t e to the Easterns as a means of securing a 
speedy release from e x i l e , so here he appeals to Ursacius, Valens 
and Germinius, tL shops who had always enjoyed the especial favour 
of Constantius and who had been the mainstay of the Arian cause i n 
the West. For t h i s l a s t reason, indeed, Liberius would naturally 
expect a ready welcome from them because ±z was a great v i c t o r y to 
have won over the bishop of Rome, even though he v/as i n exile'. 
L.16 sq. cognoscat itaque 'etc - the te x t of A i s corrupt, but the 
sense and to a certain extent the wording can be restored from s. 
Feder's conjecture p.171 h.2 "scriberem, quod"''''^  i s to be preferred 
since i t causes less disruption t o the te x t of A. 
That he had already condemned Athanasius before he wrote to the 
Emperor i s suggested also i n B V I I , 8. Baronius'^'^ interprets i t as 
meaning/ 
Notes. 
75. Contrast his language i n B V I I , 2. ^ ^ ^ 
76. on the basis of a saggestion by Duchesne "Melanges d'Archeologie 
et d'Histoire XXVIII (I908) 48. 
77. ad ann.357 n.35. 
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meaning tha t Liberius had already condemned Athanasius before going-
i n t o exile according to the l e t t e r of the Easterns mentioned i n 
B I I I . This view, however, i s untenable because the' reason f o r 
Liberius' ex i l e was simply his refusal to condemn Athanasius. 
p.171 L.1,2 secundum..episcoporum - t h i s could refer either to a 
7b 
l e t t e r sent by himself to the Easterns' or to a l e t t e r sent by the 
79 
Easterns to him and asking him to v/rite to the Emperor . The 
80 
context favours the l a t t e r opinion. 
L.2,3 quod et..Romanae - Coustant conjectures that im^nediately 
a f t e r h i s weakness, Liberius sent a l e t t e r to the Roman clergy 
similar t o that given to Vincent, informing them of his condejunation 
of Athanasius and asking f o r t h e i r help i n winning over the Emperor. 
But i t does not seem necessary to suppose such a l e t t e r . Liberius 
gives here as one of the reasons f o r his condemnation of Athanasius 
the f a c t t h a t , since his own departure int o exiJe , the Roman Church 
(under Felix) has separated the bishop of Alexandria from communion, 
82 
as a l l the Roman clergy can t e s t i f y . 
L.3 pre.sbiterium - Liberius c a l l s only the p? esbyterate to witness 
because he regards himself, not Felix, as the r i g h t f u l oishop of 
Rome. 
Notes. 
78. such as B V i r , 8. 79. such as the one mentioned i n B I I I , p.155 L.17' 80. cf#L.4sq. 81. P.L. X c o l . 694 (d)* 
82. I t seems less probable that i t i s a reference to the threat i n 
B I I I , 1 to. excommunicate Athanasius i f he did not come to 
Rome, of vtoi*:h threat the Roman clergy would be aware. 
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L.4sq sola haec causa etc - Liberius has evidently been questioned 
about his delay i n w r i t i n g to the Easterns concerning Athanasius. 
He gives as reason that he was anxious to secure the r e c a l l of his 
legates and the bishops who had been exiled. 
The Easterns had obviously been displeased at having to v/ait 
so long f o r an answer to the l e t t e r which they had sent Liberius, 
i . e . the l e t t e r of the Easterns mentioned on p. 171 L . l . But the 
bishop of Rome had good reason f o r not giving a swift reply. He 
had f u l f i l l e d t h e i r f i r s t request i n w r i t i n g to the Emperor^^ a f t e r 
his condemnation of Athanasius, but i n t h i s l e t t e r to Constantius 
he must also have telcen the opportunity of asking f o r the r e c a l l of 
his legates and the other exiled bishops i n view of th i s change i n 
his r e l a t i o n s with the bishop of Alexandria. He, therefore, 
awaited the r e s u l t of t h i s appeal before w r i t i r j g to the Easterns 
because i t s ^ ccess or f a i l u r e conditioned his l e t t e r to them. i f 
! 
i t was successful, he would then appeal through the Easterns f o r his 
ovm release. Mention of the deacon Urbicus being removed from hira^^ 
may be an i n d i c a t i o n that his f i r s t appeal to the Emperor was 
successful, and the resultant l e t t e r to the Easterns could then be 
B V I I , 8. • " • 
U n t i l those envoys and bishops, who had been exiled f o r obeying 
his i nstructions i n refusing to condemn Athanasius, had been allov/ed 
to return home, Liberius could scarcely request his own release 
from e x i l e . 
Notes. 83. p.171 L. 1, 2. 84. B V I I , 11 p.173 L.lsq. 
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L.5 l e g a t i mei - i . e . Eusebius^Dionysius, Lucifer 
L .6 ad comitatum - i . e . at Milan 355' 
p.171 L .6 episcopi - f o r example, Paulinus of Treves who was exiled 
,at Aries 353 • 
L . 8 ,9 Fortunatianura - cf.p.l56 L.lsq. p.l68 L.l5 ) l 6 . 
L .9 l i t t e r a s meas - t h i s could conceivably be B I I I , 1 cf,p.l68 
L.13,-Ifc5 notes. 
L.lOsq. perferat quas..imperatorem - some M3S omit t h i s passage. 
The omission can be explained through the seme phrase " ad 
dementissimum imperatorem" occurring i n L .9 and again i n L.17; 
the eye of the copyist has accidentally jumped from L .9 to L.I7. 
86 
Goustant i s u n w i l l i n g to admit the authenticity of th i s passage, 
but he i s led to t h i s conclusion through erroneously i d e n t i f y i n g 
the Easterns mentioned here with those of B V I I , 8. I t seems more 
l i k e l y that they are'the bishops addressed i n B I I I , l . c f , p.l71 L .9) 
p.168 L.13,15 notes. 
L . l l quas credo - sc. "ei"'v\rhich I entrust to him' . 
L.12 ipsius - i . e . the Emperor, cf, p. 172 L . l , 2 pi etas eius. 
Notes. 
85. cf.B V I I , 2. 
86. P.L. X c o l . 694 ( f ) . 
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L . l l , 12 quod pietas..accipiet - i.e . as representing a s i g n i f i c a n t 
advance i n the f u l f i l m e n t of his aim of securing the peace of the 
Church. 
L.I3 H i l a r i o - Chapman^ '^  prefers "Philario" on the supposition that 
t h i s was a natural name f o r a forger to invent f o r an imperial 
eunuch ("lover of Ar i u s " ) . But the better MS t r a d i t i o n favuurs 
the reading adopted by Feder, and that there was an imperial o f f i c i a l 
o f t h i s name active at that time i s confiiined i n the v;orks of 
88 
Athanasius . I t i s probably the same person who i s meant here. 
L.14sq, quapropter etc. - now he gives his r e a l purpose i n v/riting 
to them. 
p.172 L .3 ,4 u t tempbribus. .tribulationem - that the a f f a i r s of the 
Roman church were at a low ebb during the exile of Liberius can be 
gathered from Theodoret's account of. Gonstantius' v i s i t to Rome i n 
^89 . ' tlae spring of 357 . 
L .6 sq mag-num solatium etc - i . e . disunion and v/ar within the Church 
are a s i n against God. They would therefore be committing a sin , 
f o r which they would have to answer at the day of judgment, i f they 
do/ 
Notes. 
87. Rev. Ben. 1910 p.39. . . 
88. e.g. Ath. Apol.' ad Camt. 24; Hist. Ar . 4 8 , 8 l ; Hist. Aceph.IV. 
89. Theod. H.E. I I , I 7 . 
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do not secure his return and tSams restore peace to the Church. I f , 
however, they do use t h e i r influence to secure his release and thus 
bring peace t o the Roman church, t h i s action w i l l stand them i n good 
stead at the Day of Judgment. 
L .9 Epictetum - cf. A VI p.87 L .6 and also B I I I , 2 where i t says 
that Epictetus and Potamius rejoice to condemn the bishop of Rome. 
I n t h i s part of the l e t t e r (B V I I , 10) , Liberius i s evidently trying-
to c o n c i l i a t e a b i t t e r opponent, who was at the same time a close 
f r i e n d of the bishops to whom he i s w r i t i n g . The same applies to 
90 
Auxentius"^ . 
L.IO quos credo. .suscepturos - t h i s weakness on the part of the 
bishop of Rome would c e r t a i n l y be received with pleasure by such 
men, though whether i t would make them anxious to help him remained 
to be seen. 
L . I 3 praevaricatori. .dictum - on t h i s anathema cf.B V I I , 8 p.169 
L . 8 , 9 note. 
CONCLUSION. I f the conjecture, that B V I I , 8 i s the l e t t e r referred 
to on,p.171 L .4sq. i s correct, then B V I I , 10 must have been w r i t t e n 
before B V I I , 8. But both l e t t e r s are closely connected and deal 
w i t h the same' subject, v i z . the release of Liberius from e x i l e . 
One/ 
Notes. 
.90. f o r Auxentius cf. A I p.45 L.15-
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One i s . struck by the constant r e i t e r a t i o n that he i s w r i t i n g 
to them with good intentions and of his own free w i l l . Perhaps he 
f e l t t h i s necessary when v/rlting to bishops who were conspicuous 
f o r the u l t e r i o r motives which lay behind so many of t h e i r actions. 
He knows a l l w i l l say that he i s w r i t i n g these l e t t e r s because he 
wants to get back to Rome, and so he wishes to assert that he r e a l l y 
believes Athanasius to be g u i l t y . 
B V I I , 11 Letter of Liberius to Vincent. 357• 
syi\MARY. (1) Liberius relates that his deacon Urbicus has been taker 
away from him^. (2) He informs Vincent that he has withdravm from 
the contention concerning Athanasius and has intimated t h i s to the 
Easterns. I n consequence, he asks him to ass-erable a l l the bishops 
of Campania, inform them of t h i s , and then v/rite from ^this assembly 
to the Emperor i n order to secure "his release from suffering. He 
warns him that i f he leaves him i n e x i l e , God w i l l judge between 
them. 
COIfelSIfTARY. p.172 L .15 Vincentio - cf, A V I I p.90,L.24 B V I I , 3 
p.166 L . l 5 s q . The feelings of both Liberius and Vincent can well 
be imagined. The bishop of Rome, who had so strongly condemned 
the f a l l of Vincent at Aries 353> has himself now submtted to the 
Easterns, and that, too, when i n f u l l possession of the facts of 
the case, knowing w e l l the consequences of his action, and without 
the excuse of Vincent who could always plead that he had been 
deceived/ 
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deceived by the Arians i n t o condemning Athanasius at Aries. 
The composition o f such a l e t t e r as t h i s reveals the desperate 
s t r a i t s to which Liberius had been brought through the sufferings 
of e x i l e , because i t represents an act of desperation. Only as a 
l a s t resort would he mai<e t h i s request to Vinaent, i n view of what 
91 
he had previously w r i t t e n concerning him . 
Several reasons would prompt him to write to Vincent (1) the 
l a t t e r had a long connection with the Roman see. As has been 
remarked, he was probably the Vincent who was one of the two legates 
of Silvester at Nicaea. He might therefore be thought to have an 
a f f e c t i o n f o r the see, i f not f o r the bishop of Rome, and be w i l l i n g 
to help i t i n the troubles i n t o which i t had f a l l e n a f t e r the exile 
92 
of Liberius . (2) a f t e r his temporary lavse at Aries he seems to 
have reestablished himself again i n I t a l y ^ ^ Indeed i n an epistle 
of Damasus quoted by Theodoret^'^, Vincent i s said to have been one 
of the few bishops who remained f i r m at Ariminiom. He would there-
fore be a power to be reckoned with so f a r as I t a l y was concerned. 
(3) On the other hand, through that very concession made at Aries, 
he might have gained some favour v/ith Constantius, who woulu, i n 
that case, be disposed to l i s t e n to a p e t i t i o n coming from him with 
the support of a l l the Campanian bishops. Such a p e t i t i o n would 
show tha t not only i n Rome but i n other parts of I t a l y there was a 
desire f o r the return of 'the exiled Liberius. 
Notes.. 
- 9 1 . cf. B V I I , 6. 
92. cf.. Theod. I I , I 7 . 
93. cf, p.173 L . 7 , 8 . 
9^- I I , 17 . 
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p.172 L.l6sq. Non doceo etc - Hefele'^^ declares that t h i s l e t t e r 
contains the most absurdities of a l l the exile l e t t e r s . He can 
see no sense i n the phrase "non doceo, sed admoneo", to which, 
according to him, the quotation from I Cor.l5j33 i s added quite 
i r r e l e v a n t l y , because the l e t t e r i s r e a l l y no exhortation but a 
p e t i t i o n . I t i s true that the main purpose of the l e t t e r i s to 
•request Vincent's help, but the p e t i t i o n i s hedged round with the 
admonition f i r s t , that he has been brought to t h i s dire extremity 
through the snares of wicked men and secondly, that i f Vincent does 
not aid him i n his distress, God will judge between them. 
The quotation from I Cor.15)33 finds i t s explanation i n vhat 
follows i n L.18,19 "insidiae hominum..perveni"; he had shown 
courage i n suffe r i n g exile f o r his f a i t h , now his good dharacter 
was ruined and he feels that his present misfortunes, and especially 
t h i s l a t e s t one, v i z . the removal of the deacon Urbicus, have been 
caused through the insidious t r i c k s of e v i l men. From his own 
experience at Aries, Vincent could readily s^'7npathise with t h i s . 
L.I9 laborem - i . e . the distress i n which he now finds himself. 
p.173 L . l Urbicus diaconus - nothing else i s known about him. 
Chapman^^ i s of the opinion that the forger has invented t h i s name, 
but there i s nothing to support t h i s view. Urbicus i s a recognised 
Roman name. cf. the poet of that name i n Juv.6, 71* Mart. 1,42,11. 
Notes. 
95. Councils I I , 241. 
96. Rev. Ben. I9IO p.40. 
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97 Schiktanz^ suggests that Urbicus had acted as secretary f o r 
Liberius and that his removal could account for the change i n style 
of the Liberius l e t t e r s . This seems rather a flimsy conjecture, 
however, as i s also his d i v i s i o n of the l e t t e r into three parts. 
There may be a connection here with Liberius' request f o r the 
98 99 " release of his envoys i n B V I I , 10 . E v i l men^^ may have taken 
advantage of t h i s request to have his source of comfort, Urbicus, 
removed; t h i s may have been an instance of t h e i r "insidiae". 
L.2 Venerium - he v/as probably the imperial . o f f i c i a l i n com;:iand^ 
at Beroea "Agens i n rebus" i s a technical term used of ' 
magistrates and o f f i c i a l s cf,Cod. Theod. 6,27. Lucif. Ep. 4,Ath. 
i n P.G. I , 608. 
L.4,5 me 'de contentione.. .recessisse - Liberius does not say out-
r i g h t (as he does i n the other l e t t e r s ) that he has condemned 
Athanasius; he probably feels embarrassed because of his e a r l i e r 
l e t t e r to Ossius"^^*^ where he has censured Vine ent f o r doing that 
very same thing. 
L .5 j 6 et ad fratres..eius nomine - i . e . B V I I , 8. 
L.8 episcopos cunctos Campaniae - i . e . a l l those under the 
influence of Vincent. 
Notes. 
97. p.109. 
98. 0.171 L.4sq. note. 99- p.172 L.18. 
100. B V I I , 6. 
- • 461 -
L.9 una cum epistula vestra - Hefele"'"^ "'" thinks t h i s refers to 
102 
Liberius' l e t t e r to Vin; ent . But i t seems more probable that 
Liberius wished Vicent to write a personal.letter of request to the 
Emperor'in addition t o the general one of the synod. 
L . l l " e t manu ipsiu s " and L.12 "item manu ipsius pagina perscripta*' 
show that the l e t t e r has been copied down by some other person and 
that Liberius has added t h i s ending himself. cf.B V I I , 2 p.166 L .12, 
13. I t s i g n i f i e s that the above l e t t e r i s an o f f i c i a l copy, and 
may- be evidence' f o r the authentic character of the l e t t e r i t s e l f , 
since i t does not seem probable that a forger would have adopted 
t h i s subtlety. 
L .13,15 ego me., et vos - Hefele^^B asserts that t h i s conclusion 
i s unreasonable. • But, as at the beginning, so now a satisfactory 
explanation can be given. Liberius has absolved himself before 
God wi t h regard to his present l i n e of action, because he nov; 
believes that the peace and concord of the Church are to be pre-
104 
ferred to martyrdom , and therefore wishes to be released from 
e x i l e . I f Vincent i s u n w i l l i n g to help him i n these circumstances, 
God, not man, w i l l be the judge betv/een them. He probably feels 
that he can appeal to Vincent i n t h i s way because of t h e i r past 
relations with each other. 
Notes. 
101. I I , 237. 
102. B V I I , 11. 
103. . I I , 241. 
104. cf.B V I I , 10 p.170 L .14,15. 
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105 CONCLUSION. Because mention i s made of B V I I , 8 , t h i s l e t t e r 
must have been w r i t t e n shortly after that to the Easterns, and 
once again i t ^ ows Liberius desperately anxious to escape from 
exile and exploring every avenue which see;ns to offer a hope of 
release. But t h i s l e t t e r to ViiE ent probably represents his l a s t 
attempt to regain his freedom through the mediation of - others, 
because, i n view of vtiat he had w r i t t e n e a r l i e r concerning him"'"'^ ,^ 
i t seems reasomble to assume t h a t , only when every other expedient 
f 
had been t r i e d , v/ould he request his aid. 
The order of composition of the exile l e t t e r s would seeai to 
be: f i r s t of a l l , B I I I , 1 "Studens"; next B V I I , 10 his l e t t e r 
to Valens and the others; then B V I I , 8 his l e t t e r to the Easterns; 
and f i n a l l y B V I I , 11 his l e t t e r to Vincent. 
A l l of these l e t t e r s would be w r i t t e n i n the f i r s t h a l f of 
357 before .the assembly at Sirraium i n the August of that year"^^'^. 
Notes. 
105. on p.173 L .5 ,6 
106. B V I I , 6. 
107. cf, p.169 L .7 note. 
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Series B t ^ I I I , 1 Letter of the Legates of the Council of 
Seleucia 359• 
SUIvEvIARY. According to the Easterns, the purpose of t h e i r l e t t e r 
i s to inform the legates of Ariminum of the reason f o r the d i v i s i o n 
i n the Church. They warn them of the heresy, then prevalent, which 
denied t h a t the Son i s l i k e the Father, and of i c h they had 
informed Constantius who had d u t i f u l l y wished i t to be anathematised 
But they complain that i t i s Aetius, the author of t l i i s heresy, who 
i s being condeimied, rather than his doctrine. ' They desire the 
WesterTxS, therefore, to re t r a c t t h i s heresy, abstain from any 
relations w i t h the supporters of the i n t r i g u e , and keep the catholic 
f a i t h . I n conclusion, they ask them to intimate a l l t h i s to the 
Western churches. 
COMiiSENTARY This l e t t e r has been preserved only i n t h i s collection. 
I t has been edited by Faber-Coustant and Baronius ad ann. 359 n.xXX. 
p.174 L .3 Orientalium - the names of the legates and the tone and 
purport of the l e t t e r show that t h i s term "Easterns" does not include 
a l l the parties represented at Seleucia, but only the Semiarians 
who indeed formed the majority at the council. 
L.4 Reversis ab Arimino legatis - the legates of the synod of 
Ariminum would be sent o f f to Constantinople at the close of the 
synod when a l l the bishops had subscribed the fonmila of Nike, 
i . e . towards the end of 359. 
') 
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L .5-7 D i l e c t i s s i m i s . . l e g a t i s - among the legates of Ariminum, 
Optatus and Marcialis are mentioned only here, and nothing more i s 
, knovm about them. Magdonius, Megasius and Valens are mentioned i n 
A VI. as having w r i t t e n from Ariminiam to Constantius. Ursacius, 
Valens Germinius and Gaius appear often i n these documents and are 
thus well-known. Justinus i s probably the bishop mentioned i n A V, 
3, as having taken part i n the synod of Nike. 
I 
c e t e r i s , .legatis - f o r example, Auxentius"^ and perhaps Epictetus^ 
These legates are to be distinguished from the f i r s t set who were 
sent to Nike. Those i n B V I I I , 1 are the bishops v/ho were sent at 
the close of the synod of Arirainum after, Valens had secured the 
adoption of the formula of Nike as the creed of the council. 
L .7-10 Silvanus..Macarius - among the legates of Seleucia, nothing 
i s known elsewhere of Erodianus, Theodorus, Valentinus and Macarius. 
Helpidius, Eucarpus, Eortasius, Neo, .Eumatius, Passiaicus, Arsenius, 
Didimion, Silvanus, P a t r i t i u s and Leontius are a l l mentioned i n the 
address of the reply v/hich Liberius sent i n 3^6 to the Macedonian 
bishops-^. 
Silvanus w i l l be the 'bishop of Tarsus who participated i n the •' 
deposition of Photinus at Sirmium 351* On the exile of C y r i l from 
Jerusalem i n 358, Silvanus had welcomed him at Tarsus i n spite of 
protest/ 
Notes. ' • . 
1. Ath. De Syn. 11. 
2. cf.A V I . 
3 . Soz. H.E. IV, 12. 
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protest from Acacius^. He was present at Ancyra 358, and, at 
Seleucia, had advocated acceptance of the Dedication creed of 
Antioch^. As B V I I I , 1 indicates, he was one of the bishops 
deputed at the end of the council, to report to Constantius. 
• Deposed at the council of Constantinople 360, he returned to' his see 
under the general ajnnesty granted by Juli a n . I n 366 he was one of 
the deputies to Liberius, ani returned with the l e t t e r s of comuiunion 
of Liberius and -Qae Roman synod^. 
Sofronius i s th e bishop of Pompeiopolis i n Paphlagonia'^. He was 
likewise deposed by the Acacians at Constantinople 360. 
Neo' (or Neonas) i s the bishop of Seleucia i n Isauria, and was also 
deposed at Constantinople^ .• 
Helpidius i s probably the bishop mentioned i n Socr. I I , 42 as 
TXTr'9»os£.o<roi\w r i | s/^|?|'6Viots J he,too, was deposed at Constantinople. 
Theophilus was a man of high character f o r whom Basil of Ancyra had 
much regard. Previously he had been elected bishop of 
Eleutheropolis i n Palaestina Prima, when he had sworn not to accept 
any other bishopric^. The tr a n s l a t i o n of Theophilus to Castabala 
i n C i l i c i a by Silvanus of Tarsus was made a ground of accusation 
against the l a t t e r at Constantinople"'"^. He joined with Silvanus, 
Basil and other leading Semiarians i n requesting Jovian,imaediately 
a f t e r his accession, to confirm the decrees of Seleucia, banish the 
Anomoeans/ 
Notes. 
4. Theod. I I , 22. 
5. Socr. I I , 39. 
6 . Basil Ep. 67« 
7. Soz. IV, 24. Socr. I I , 39,40. 8. Socr. T I , 42. Soz. IV, 24. 9. Soz. IV, 24. 10. i b i d . 
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Anomoeans and hold a general council-'-"'". Later, he was one of the 
12 
^ envoys sent by the council of La^npsacus to Liberius of Rome . 
He appears also i n the correspondence of Basil, to whom he caused 
much sorrow by joining- i n the calumnious charges made against him by 
Eustathius of Sebaste. . Despite a l l t h i s , however, Basil said he 
would s t i l l cherish his friendship"''^. 
Ecdicius i s probably the presbyter spoken of with contempt by Bas i l , 
and intruded int o the see of Pamasus i n Cappadocia by Demosthenes 
of Pontus i n place of Hypsinus"'-^. 
Passinicus w i l l be the tishop of Zela ^tho took part i n the embassy 
to Jovian at Antioch i n 3^^^^• The see of Zela was among those 
represented at Eastern Sardica"''^. 
Leontius i s the b. shop of Comana who was a member of the embassy to 
Jovian. There are two sees of Coraana, one i n Cappadocia, the other 
17 
i n Hellenopontus; both were represented at Nicaea 3^5 • Leontius 
i s usually associated with the one i n Cappadocia. 
Eortasius appears to be the bishop of Sardes i n Lydia, who signed 
-1 u 
the lelii'er issued by the council of Ancyra 358 . He was deposed 
at Constantinople 3^0 f o r having been elected to Sai^es without the 
consent of the Prefect and bl shops of the province. He was again 
active, however, at the synod of Larnpsacus and i s mentioned i n 
Liberius' / 
Notes. -I 
11. Socr. I l l , 25.Soz.VI, 4. 12. Socr. IV, 12. Soz.VI, 10,11, 12. 13. B a s i l , Epp. 130, 244, 245. 
14. Basil Epp. 226, 237, 239. Le Quien Oriens. Christ. I , 415. 
15. Socr. I l l , 25. 
16. cf.A IV, 3. 17. Patres Nic. V, 97-18. Et)ioh. Haer. 73, H. 
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L i b e r i u s ' answer t o the Lampsacus embassy. Theodoret -^  mentions 
t h a t B a s i l of Ancyra, Eustathius o f Sebaste and Sleusius o f Cyzicus 
were also members of t h i s embassy. I f t h i s i s c o r r e c t , there must 
have been s t r o n g reason f o r t h e i r omission because these bishops 
were the r e a l leaders of -fti e Semiarian party: (1) i t might denote 
a g ) l i t i n the Semiarian p a r t y at t h i s time. There woula be great 
resentment i n some c i r c l e s against BasL 1 and h i s f r i e n d s f o r having, 
given consent t o the Dated'Creed a t Sirmiiom 359 because t h i s a c t i o n 
ruined a i y chance of success which the Semiarians might have had at 
Seleucia. (2) the o.nission might be a diplomatic'one, B a s i l and 
the others being T e s e n t but not mentioned because of t h e i r conduct 
at Sirmiura 359 or (3) the names mignt have dropped out a c c i d e n t a l l y 
i n the course of transmission, though t h i s i s as u n l i k e l y as t h a t 
H i l a r y h i m s e l f would omit them purposely because of the embarrassment 
of t h e i r a c t i o n at Sirmium. 
O f f i c i a l l y only 10 members of the synod of Seleucia had been 
appointed t o take the decisions t o the Emperor^^, but f o r various 
21 
reasons other members o f the synod had come to Constantinople 
Even a f t e r t h e i r defeat a t Seleucia, the Semiarians had not given 
up hope but had come t o Constantinople, hopeful of snatching v i c t o r y 
t h e r e . None of the bi ops mentioned i n B V I I I , 1 were 
n e c e s s a r i l y , of course, members of t h e i r embassy t o Constantius. 
Notes. 
IQ. H.E. I I , 23. 
20, Theod. I I , 23. Soz. IV, 23. 
21. Soz. I . e . 
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22 p.174- L.11, 12 ex synodi. .re n i t e n t e s - according t o Philostor^-ius , 
Constantius had c a l l e d the synod i n favour of the Anomoeans, but t h i s 
i s u n l i k e l y i n view o f the Semiarian v i c t o r y a t Ancyra 358. Sozooie^-^ 
i s of the o p i n i o n t h a t i t Viras c a l l e d to put an end to the Anornoean 
d o c t r i n e . Socrates^"^, however, i s probably t o be t r u s t e d when he 
says t h a t the aim o f Constantius was to re c o n c i l e the various 
d i v i s i o n s among the Arians. • The Emperor's desire was to secure 
u n i t y and t r u e peace through agreement on the d o c t r i n a l issue. 
p. 174 L.12 quae c i r c a ecclesiam aguntur - i . e . a t Constantinople, 
vh ere a f f a i r s had reached an advanced s t a t e , when both the Semiarians 
• and the Anomoeans had l o s t favour, and the Acacian standpoint, which 
had gained s t r e n g t h a t Seleucia, was being confirmed. 
L.13 tantae i m p i e t a t i s - i . e . the acts and doctrine of the Acacians. 
L.14,15 t o t i u s s^nodi legates - the Semiarians probably base t h i s 
c laim on,the f a c t t h a t they were.by f a r the most numerous and most 
widely represented o f th^e p a r t i e s at the synod. According t o t h e i r 
statement i n t h i s l e t t e r , they had over 100 representatives^^, 
whereas t h e i r opponents had only 40-50 bishops present^^. 
Notes. 
22. H.E. IV, 10. ^ 
23. I l l , 19: IV, I f ^ . 
25: H i i . ^ c : Const. 12 says I05. Ath. De Syn.l2 gives I60. 
2L Socr. II,-39 says 36. Epdph. Haer.73, 26 says 43. Hil.c.Const. 
12 says 19. 
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L.l6 nunc usque..abstinere - the Semiarians would probably take t h i s 
course of a c t i o n when theyi.perceived t h a t the Acacians were i n 
c o n t r o l and enjoyed the favour of the Emperor a t Constantinop:i.e, 
j u s t as they had done a t Seleucia. 
L.l8sq heresis i n v a l e s c a t etc - not only d i d the Acacian formula, 
l i k e the creed of Nik^, r e j e c t the terms"ousia" and "homoousios" , 
i t also r e j e c t e d the watchword of the Semiarians "homoiousios". 
To the Semiarians " l i k e to the Father" meant likeness i n everything, 
i n c l u d i n g substance, whereas the Acacians i n t e r p r e t e d i t as likeness 
only i n w i l l . , 
L.22-24 nam e t . . . v o l u i t - v/hen the Semiarians a r r i v e d at Constantin-
ople, they found Constahtius already i n c l i n e d to favour the Acacians. 
They t r i e d to counteract t h i s by drav/ing a t t e n t i o n to the blasphemies 
of Eudoxius, and Eustathius produced a p r o f e s s i o n of f a i t h which he 
a t t r i b u t e d t o Eudoxius and which was openly Aiiomoean. V/hile d i s -
owning t h i s p r o f e s s i o n arxi s u c c e s s f u l l y t r a n s f e r r i n g the blame t o 
Ae t i u s , Eudoxius was s t i l l compelled v e r b a l l y and f o r m a l l y to 
pO 
repudiate Anoraoeanism'^°. This w i l l be what i s r e f e r r e d t o here. 
L.24 , 25 A e t i u s . .haeresis - Aetius was the c h i e f i n s p i r e r of the most 
extreme s e c t i o n i n the A r i a n p a r t y . He has been described as "the 
f i r s t / 
Notes. 
27. Ath. De. Syn. 29. Socr. I I , 40. Epiph. Haer.73, 25. 
28. Socr. IV, 23. Theod.II, 27. 
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f i r s t to c a r r y out the d o c t r i n e s of Arius to t h e i r l e g i t i m a t e i s s u i ^ 
and the c h i e f p r o p o s i t i o n of h i s sect was t h a t the Son i s u n l i k e 
(^Ivoj»Olos)the Father. From t h i s watchword they were c a l l e d 
Anomoeans-^^. 
He f i r s t came i n t o prominence a t Antioch vh ere he was ordained 
deacon C.350 by Leontius, bishop of t h a t c i t y ^ ' J but, on the p r o t e s t 
of F l a v i u s and Diodorus, he was i n h i b i t e d from performing h i s o f f i c e . 
I n 356 he was i n Alexandria, supporting the A r i a n p a r t y ; there he 
served as deacon under George, and began h i s association w i t h 
Eunomius^-^. Even before the councils of Ariminum and Seleucia he 
had been e x i l e d because of h i s extreme views but, despite t h a t , h i s 
d o c t r i n e continued to spread i n the Church^'^. At Constantinople, 
a f t e r confessing authorship of an Anomoean profession of f a i t h ^ ' ' , 
he was deposed and sent i n t o e x i l e , f i r s t to Mopsuestia, then t o 
Amblada i n P i s i d i a ^ ^ , 
That the w r i t e r s o f t h i s l e t t e r v/ere c o r r e c t i n accusing t h e i r 
opponents of having surrendered the person' of Aetius,. while s t i l l 
r e t a i n i n g h i s d o c t r i n e , i s proved both from the compromise s o l u t i o n 
adopted by the Acacians ajid from subsequent events. The condemna-
t i o n o f Aetius ©onviTiCed the Acacians t h a t the use cf terms of 
ma n i f e s t l y A r i a n character would not be t o l e r a t e d . They v/ere, there-
f o r e , compelled to s e l e c t a terra, v^iich, w hile apparently innocuous 
i n / 
Notes. 
29. D.C.B.I, 51. 
30. or sometimes Eunomians a f t e r Aetius' p u p i l , Eunomius. 
31. P h i l o s t . I I I , 17. S o c r . I I , 35. Ath. De Syn. 38, 
32. Theod.II, 24. 
33- Socr. I I , 22. P h i l o s t . I I I , 20. 
34. cf. the l e t t e r of George of Laodicea i n Soz. V I , I3. 
35. cf,.L.22-24 note. 
36. Soz. IV, 23,24. -Theod.II, 27. P h i l o s t . I V , 12. 
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i n i t s e l f , could s t i l l be imbued w i t h Arian meaning, a term which 
would seem a k i n to t h a t of the Semiarians and s t i l l be u s e f u l f o r . 
t h e i r own pur-poses. The word eventually adopted by them waso^oioS. 
"We d i s t i n c t l y acknowledge t h a t th4 Son i s l i k e (o|)of&v) the Father 
i n accordance w i t h what the Apostle has declared conceminr Him Who 
37 
i s the image o f the i n v i s i b l e God" . But the Acacians declared 
t h a t t h i s l i k e n e s s extended only t o the v d l l and not t o the 
substance^^. So f a r as s i m i l a r i t y i n substance was concerned, the 
Acacians s t i l l h e ld the p o s i t i o n o f Aetius. 
This impression i s confirmed by l a t e r events, f o r example, the 
favour shown Aetius by J u l i a n ^ ^ . the removal of the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
censure from Aetius by the A r i a n , Euzoius of Antioch, and the defence 
40 
of h i s d o c t r i n e s issued by the Arians ; the synodal l e t t e r sent by 
the Acacians i n 36O from Constantinople to George of Alexandria 
r e p o r t s only g e n e r a l l y on the d e p o s i t i on of Aetius without mentioning 
the Aetian teaching^ 
p.175 L . l haec - i . e . the i m p i e t i e s of the Acacians. 
L.2-4 ceterum non..nuntianda - the Seraiarians e v i d e n t l y hoped t h a t , 
i f they gained an a l l i a n c e w i t h the Westerns, they might s t i l l secure 
the favour o f Constantius. There i s no doubt t h a t an union between 
Eastern Seraiarians and •''Jestem Nicenes would have had great influence 
upon him i n h i s desire f o r u n i t y i n the Church; indeed i t was t o 
avoid / . 
Notes. 
37. Socr. I I , 40. 
38. H i l . c. Const. 14. S o c r . I I , 40. Soz.IV, 22. 
39. Sp. J u l i a n 15 i n Loeb I I I (1923)?.3?. So2.V,5. P h i l o s t IX, 4. 
4-0. P h i l o s t . V I I , 5; V I I I , 2. 
41. Theod. I I , 28. 
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avoid such a possible union t h a t the Arians had persuaded 
Constantius i n the f i r s t place t o c a l l two separate synods, one f ) r 
the West and the other f o r the East. 
CONCLUSION. This l e t t e r hes obviously been w r i t t e n before the 
surrender of the Semiariens. and t h e i r signature of the formula of 
N i k ^ on 31st . Dec. 359. I t gives an i n t e r e s t i n g i n d i c a t i o n o f the 
p o s i t i o n and hopes o f the Seraiarians during the meetings i n the 
Emperor's palace a t COIB t a n t i n o p l e . Undismayed by the happenings 
a t Seleucia, they had come t o Constantinople, s t i l l hoping t o 
recapture Constantius' favour, but, on a r r i v a l , found t h a t the 
Acacians had already gained the confidence of the Emperor. Their 
l a s t hope of v i c t o r y seemed t o them t o l i e i n the prestige to be 
42 
gained from an a l l i a n c e between East and V/est and so, w i t h the 
a r r i v a l of the legates from Ariminum, they had w r i t t e n t h i s l e t t e r , 
warning them to beware of the deceits of the Acacians. I t i s obvious 
t h a t they were t o t a l l y unaware of what had taken place at Ariminu:n. 
But they were not kept l o n g i n ignorance, because Valens and h i s 
associates immediately attached themselves to the Acacians, representi 
ed t h e i r formula as being i n accordance w i t h the v/ishes of the 
Western synod, secured Acacian approval of i t , and thus' completely 
reversed the hopes and plans o f the Semiarians. 
Notes. 
42. I t would be i n t e r e s t i n g t o conjecture how great a p a r t H i l a r y 
had played i n advocating t h i s proposal. 
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Series B V I I I , 2 N a r r a t i v e Text. 
SU.MARY. (1) A f t e r s t a t i n g t h a t they had added the afore-mentionod 
blasphemies t o t h i s l e t t e r , the author of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t makes 
a strong, d i r e c t address to the Western legates a t Constantinople, 
u r g i n g them t o make t b e i r f a i t h known : " I f they do not approve of 
the " l i b e r " of Valens and Ursacius, then why do they not condemn i t ? 
I f they do not condemn i t , they must approve of i t " . He rebukes 
them f o r t h e i r conduct at Constantinople be'cause they had paid no 
a t t e n t i o n t o the warnings of the Seleucian legates but Jiad j o i n e d 
themselves to h e r e t i c s , and also because they had previously y i e l d e d 
t o the blasphemous book of Valens and Ursacius and thus f a i l e d the 
synod of Ariminum. 
(2) When asked why they d i d not say t h a t the Son o f God i s a 
creature, they r e p l i e d to the bishop of Ariininum t h a t they d i d not 
deny t h a t but asserted t h a t He was d i f f e r e n t from a l l the other 
creatures. Their d e c e i t was obvious i n the phrase "He i s not from 
anything e x i s t i n g but from God" because they meant t h a t His b i r t h 
came not from the substance but from the w i l l . Then, too, they 
profess Him " e t e r n a l w i t h the Father" but they mean not an already 
a n t e r i o r , but a f u t u r e e t e r n i t y . Their deception i s also revealed 
i n the phrase " l i k e according t o the S c r i p t u r e s " . 
So t h e i r impiety c r i e s out against them. ,-(3) They had heard 
C h r i s t denied as t r u e Son of God and Only-begotten God, and had not 
raised, a p r o t e s t , nay to say the opposite would be more c o r r e c t . 
Their f a l s i t y at N i k ^ i s known everywhere. Previously they had 
deceived men, now they professed hatred of the God C h r i s t . 
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COMi'/ENTARY. 
p.175 L .7 c a l u m n i a . . i n t e n d i t u r - Schiktanz^^ suggests t h a t the "eum" 
(L . 7 ) might r e f e r e i t h e r t o the person who was the o r i g i n a t o r o f 
t M s l e t t e r or t o the bearer of i t , but, i n t h a t case, i t i s 
d i f f i c u l t t o give a.rtr explanation o f the "calumnia". I t seems 
b e t t e r t o refer i t to A e t i u s , and the "calumnia" then i n d i c a t e s the 
t r i c k p r a c t i s e d on him by Eudoxius a t Constantinople vhereby Ae t i u s , 
as self-confessed author of an Anbmoean profession of f a i t h , 
s u f f e r e d d e p o s i t i o n and e x i l e , while Eudoxius and the other Acacians 
were able, not only t o p:* eserve h i s doctrine unchanged, but also t o 
enjoy the favour of the Emperor^"^. I n t h e i r l e t t e r B V I I I , 1, 
the Easterns had made i t q u i t e c l e a r t o the Acacians t h a t , though the 
Emperor was deceived, they themselves were f u l l y aware of t h i s 
a r t i f i c e , cf. p.175 L .8 tantus detectae..furor and also p.174 L.22-24, 
24 notes. 
"has blasphemias" has t o be i n s e r t e d before "suscepit" (L . 7 ) to 
complete the sense. 
L .9 u t peri.culura. . c o n s t i t u e r e n t - subsequent events prove t h a t the 
Acacians would probably have t r i e d t o save Aetius i f i t had been at 
a l l p o s s i b l e , but Eudoxius found himself too hard pressed by the 
Semiarians, and to save himself had to s a c r i f i c e Aetius^^. F i r s t 
o f / , 
Notes. 
43. p,.119. 
44. This i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s strengthened by the phrase L .9 
"periculum d e r o s i t i o n i s i n eo", 
45. cf. Soz. IV, 23. Theod. I I , 27. 
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o f a l l a sentence of banishment was prepared against Aetius, and 
f i n a l l y he was deposed at the c o u n c i l of Constantinople 360^ ^^ . 
L.9sq. q u i convictae etc - the f a l s i t y of the Acacians and t h e i r 
f e a r o f the t r u t h , as revealed i n the above l e t t e r , gives H i l a r y a 
lead f o r h i s attack on the legates of Ariminum. They, too, had 
been g u i l t y of d e c e i t by f a i l i n g to anathematise the heresies con-
t a i n e d i n the book of Valens and Ursacius, and by den^ang what they 
knew t o be t r u e , they had betrayed the t r u s t placed i n them. 
L . l l l i b e r i s t e V a l e n t i s et U r s a c i i - i . e . the one accepted at N i k ^ 
on 10th Oct.359^'^ and put forward a t Constantinople f o r signature by 
. 48 
the Seleucian legates o f both part4.es, Acacian-and Seraiarian . 
I t would c o n s i s t o f the creed o f Nike and the proposals which had to 
be added t o secure the assent and approval of the bishops of 
Ariminura'^9. 
Some, a t l e a s t , of the legates of Ariminum had ev i d e n t l y been 
t r y i n g t o apologise f o r t h e i r conduct. H i l a r y upbraids them because 
though they had not been completely won over by the arguments of 
Valens and Ursacius, they had yet allowed themselves t o be hustled by 
the extremists and had lacked the courage t o voice t h e i r p r o t e s t . 
L.17,18 post synodum..venientes - the context reveals t h a t t h i s does 
not refa:*- t o the t i d i o p s coming from Seleucia to Constantinople, but 
t o / 
Notes. 
46. Theod. I I , 28. 47. cf^A V, 3 . 
48. Soz. IV, 23. B a s i l Epp. 244-263. 
49. Sulp. Sev. H.S.II,44. J e r . D i a l . c. L u c i f . 17sq. 
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t o the legates vho a r r i v e d i n Constantinople from Ariminum a f t e r the 
synod of Seleucia was ended (but s t i l l before the counc i l of 
Constantinople 360) . 
L , l 8 darapnatis h e r e t i c i s - i . e . the Acacians, whom H i l a r y regards as 
having been condemned v/hen the Anomoean do c t r i n e was anathematised, 
c f . p. 174- L.22-24 note. 
So f i x e d was the determination of the legates of Ariminum t o 
j o i n the Acacians t h a t the warning of the Semiarians, contained i n 
t h e i r l e t t e r B V I I I , 1, had not caused them t o delay t h e i r purpose 
even f o r a moment. H i l a r y seems to have f e l t t h a t i f they had not 
been so impetuous, there might s t i l l have been some hope of an 
a l l i a n c e between the Semiarians and themselves. 
1 
L .21 episcopis - i . e . the Acacians. l e g a t i - i . e . the Semiarians who 
wrote B V I I I , 1. 
L .22,23 dominantem. .haeresim - cf. p-.174 L.17>l8 note. 
L.23 v e l nunc - i . e . a t the time when the Easterns made t h e i r 
approach t o the Western legates. . 
L.24-26 sed nescio.. r e c e p i s t i s - i . e . by j o i n i n g the h e r e t i c s , they 
have of t h e i r own accord and i n f u l l knowledge r e j e c t e d the r i g h t f u l 
course o f a c t i o n . 
L .26 v e s t r i s - i . e . the Acacians w i t h whom they have chosen t o associ-
ate . S i m i l a r l y "blasphemiarum vestrarum" r e f e r s t o the blasphemies 
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of the Acacians which they have now accepted as t h e i r ovm. 
p.176 L . l , 2 s i n pudor aliquos f e f e l l i s s e t - t h i s i s another i n d i c a -
t i o n t h a t ' n o t a l l the legates had agreed completely with the 
ex t r e m i s t s , Valens and Ursacius.cf, p.175 L . l l note. Rufinus and 
Augustine^"^ a t t r i b u t e the deception of very many at Ariminura t o 
ignorance. 
p.176 L . 2 Ariminensem synodum aestimari - i t was not only t h e i r own 
reputationswhich were a t stake, but t h a t of the whole synod of 
Ariminum-. By t h e i r conduct would the synod be judged. • 
L . 2 dolum - cf. p .175 L.9sq.note. . The dec e i t l a t e n t i n t h e i r claim 
t o represent the whole synod of Arimimara, though as yet coiiccealed, 
was also t o be revealed by. l a t e r events. 
L .3 v e s t r i s - sc. blasphemies.' 
L . 5 i n conventu. .arguentium - from the context i t appears t h a t t h i s 
assembly took place at Ariminum on the r e t u r n of Valens, Ursacius and 
the.other legates from Nike. They returned to f i n d strong opposi-
t i q n from the bishops who had remained at Ariminum and who now 
refused t o acknowledge the a c t i o n of t h e i r legates. Gradually t h i s 
o p p o s i t i o n was worn down u n t i l a t l a s t only 20 bishops remained 
f i r m / 
Notes. 
50. H.E. i (X) 21. 
51. c. Maxim. A r . I I , 14 , 3 . 
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f i r m i n s p i t e of a l l t h r e a t s and violence. So Valens and his-
associates had t o r e s o r t t o a d i f f e r e n t method i n order t o overcozne 
them. They asserted t h a t the formula i n question had been composed 
i n an e n t i r e l y orthodox sense, but, i f i t d i d not f a l l y s a t i s f y them, 
they could make f u r t h e r a d d i t i o n s . To t h i s , the 20 bishops agreed, 
and Phoebadius of Agen and Sefvatius of Tongres were chosen by t h e i r 
colleagues t o make the a d d i t i o n s , i n the f i r s t o f which Arius and 
h i s whole d o c t r i n e were anathematised. To make i t seem even more 
convincing, Valens himself proposed the f u r t h e r a d d i t i o n t h a t "the 
Son .of God i s not a c r e a t u r e , l i k e tlie other creatures". Because 
a l l the other a d d i t i o n s sounded orthodox, Phoebadius and h i s f r i e n d s 
thought, they had gained the v i c t o r y , while Valens and h i s f o l l o w e r s 
were s a t i s f i e d a t having achieved t h e i r aim through the acceptance 
of the o r i g i n a l conf ession^^. The creed of N i k ^ and i t s additions 
must be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the book of Valens and Ursacius mentioned 
i n l l of'B V I I I , 2. I n a d d i t i o n t o these passages i n H i l a r y ' s 
work informe.tion can also be gained concemir^- these additions i n 
Jerome D i a l . c . L u c i f . l8 P.L. 23 col.lSO. 
I n € 2 , H i l a r y proceeds t o demonstrate how Valens and h i s p a r t y 
were able to i n t e r p r e t these additions i n a h e r e t i c a l sense. 
The 'vos' r e f e r s t o the Western legates who came t o Con-
s t a n t i n o p l e . 
Notes. 
52. Sulp.' Sev. H.S.II, 44. 
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L . 5 , 6 cur e t i a m . . d i c e r e t i s - Coustant^^ wants t o i n s e r t another 
"non" before " d i c e r e t i s " , but t h i s does not seem necessary. The 
bishops o f Ariminum were asking i n vh&t sense Valens and h i s group 
said t h a t the Son i s not a creature. Their answer was t h a t He i s 
not a creature l i k e the other creatures^^. As the author of the 
n a r r a t i v e t e x t shows, though t h i s phrase might seem to the unwary to 
be q u i t e orthodox, the r e e l aim o f Valens was to assert, not the' 
d i s s i m i l a r i t y of the Son of God from the creature, but t h a t while i n 
some respects the Son was d i s s i m i l a r . He was s t i l l i n essence a 
creature. 
L . l l a l i u d - i . e . d i f f e r e n t i n substance. 
L.12,13 t e s t e s sunt q ui audierunt - t h i s might be taken as an i n d i c a -
t i o n t h a t H i l a r y has contact w i t h other Western bishops i n a d d i t i o n 
t o the legates who came to Constantinople. The inforiHation given 
i n f 2 as a whole gives j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r t h i n k i n g t h a t t h i s p a rt has 
been composed when H i l a r y has gained more knowledge about the events 
a t Nik^ and Arirainum, and has had time f o r f u r t h e r r e f l e c t i o n upon 
them. 
L.14 l i b e r vester - cf.p . l 7 5 L-H note. 
Notes. 
53. P.L. X c o l . 707 f-
54. "non esse creatum v e l u t ceteras f a c t u r a s " would be the phrase 
used i n t h e i r book. 
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. L.I6 "non.de n u l l i s . . ex deo" - Valens had confessed t h a t C h r i s t i s 
not from nothing?? "but from God; H i l a r y now shows t h a t by t h i s he 
meant, not t h a t C h r i s t i s from the substance of God, but that He 
came from the w i l l of God l i k e the other creatures. 
L.19-22 raentior plane..voluntate d i x i s s e n t - i t i s most probable 
t h a t t h i s i s a reference to the signature of the Ancyran (358) syn-
odal l e t t e r and anathemas by a l l the coui't bishops at Sirraium, of 
whom Valens was one?^. I n the e i ^ t e e n t h anathema i s condeimied 
"whoever says the Son i s only of the power ( t h a t i s , of the v ; i l l of 
the 
the F a t h e r ) , not o f the power and the substance ofiFa t h e r together"; 
and there are others s i m i l a r i n content. 
L .20 l i b e l l i - probably a reference to the Ancyran synodal l e t t e r 
and anathemas. 
L .22 aetemum..cum patre - Valens and h i s supporters proclaimed the 
Son t o be e t e r n a l w i t h the Father, but they meant t h i s only i n the 
sense i n which angels and human souls are e t e r n a l i . e . a f u t u r e 
e t e r n i t y . So they could s t i l l teach t h a t "there v/as when He was 
not " and "before He was bom, He was not", and t h a t "the Son o f God 
was not 'ante saecula'.'!, cf, B I I , 6 p.144 L . 7sq . 
Notes.. 
55. cf. the anathema i n the Nicene creed. 
56. Epiph. Haer. 73 n.2sq. H i l . De Syn. 12 sq. 
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L .27 similera secundum s c r i p t u r a s - l a s t l y , Valens and h i s p a r t y 
asserted t h a t the Son i s l i k e the Father .acco37ding to the Scriptures. 
H i l a r y shows t h a t t h i s phrase also i s an evasion because the l i k e -
ness need not extend to the substance but only e n t a i l a parabolic 
l i k e n e s s , as, f o r example, a g r a i n o f mustard seed t o the kingdom 
of heaven, and " a l l likeness which i s not i d e n t i t y implies 
57 
d i f f e r e n c e i f the comparison i s only pushed f a r enough" , 
The phrase could also be taken t o exclude a l l likeness not 
found i n S c r i p t u r e . 
p.177 L.1-3 sed percurrere..vestrae opera - t h i s sentence shows t h a t 
the whole book was known to H i l a r y , although he has selected only 
the most important of the i m p i e t i e s t o prove h i s case. 
L .9 vos - H i l a r y i s s t i l l addressing the Western legates at 
Constantinople. 
L . l l reclaraantibus - i . e . the Semiarians at Constantinople. 
cf.B V I I I , 1. 
L.12 obstrepentiBus - i . e . the Acacians a t Constantinople. 
p. 177 L.12 ex b i b l i o t e c a v e s t r a - t h i s probably r e f e r s to the book 
o f Valens and Ursacius w i t h the a d d i t i o n s of Phoebadius and 
S e r v a t i u s / 
Notes. 
57. • Gwatkin Studies p.174. 
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Servatius. Valens and the other legates came to Constantinople 
w i t h the creed which they asserted had been accepted by the whole 
of the West; on t h e i r union w i t h the Acacians, the l a t t e r adopted 
i t as t h e i r creed, and so they were i n a strong p o s i t i o n to compel 
the Semiarians also t o accept t h i s creed of Nik?. On 31st. Dec. 
359> Constantius e x t o r t e d the signatures of the Semiarians t o t h i s 
"Nicene" creed. . I n t h i s v/ay the Y/estem legates had a c t i v e l y 
helped t o spread impiety and wage war against God. 
L.14,15 u b i igitur...darapnatas esse? - H i l a r y t r e a t s s c o r n f u l l y t h e i r 
statement a t the end o f the creed of N i k ^ "and a l l the heresies ,tc6th 
those V7hich have been afore condemned already, and whatever are of 
modem date, being c o n t r a r y to t h i s published statement, be they 
anathema". 
Apud Nicheam Thraciae - i . e . the c o u n c i l held at Nike i n the autumn 
of 359 when Valens and h i s associates broke down the resistance of 
the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the orthodox bishops of Ariminum secured t h e i r 
signature t o the creed of Nik^, and so began the process which 
culminated i n the Acacian v i c t o r y at Constantinople. 
L.155I6 i n lumen,.protracta est - i . e . . t h e i r f a l s e a s s e r t i o n about 
condemning a l l heresies i s revealed through the heresy of t h e i r own 
creed, of Nik^. 
L.I8 haereticos - i . e . the Acacians. 
L.I8/ 
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L . l 8 , 1 9 quod a n t e a . . f e f e l l i s t i s - i . e . a l l the d e c e i t f u l p r a c t i c e s , 
creeds and synods of, the h e r e t i c s since Mcaea, such as the 
•58 
pretended submission o f Valens and Ursacius to J u l i u s ^ , the d e c e i t 
p r a c t i s e d on the orthodox bishops by Valens at the close o f the 
synod o f Arirainum^9, 
At the end of t h i s document i n the MSS came the words " E x p l i c i t 
s c i H i l a r i i ex opere h i s t o r i c o " . 
CONCLUSION. Duchesne i s o f the opinion t h a t t h i s n a r r a t i v e t e x t 
formed an address d e l i v e r e d by H i l a r y i n Constantinople on the 
a r r i v a l of the Western legates. Feder agrees t h a t t h i s i s not 
impossible^ t u t f e e l s t h a t there i s no d i r e c t evidence f o r i t , and 
t h a t i t seems more probable t h a t he wrote i t l a t e r when composing 
h i s book i n Constantinople, t h a t i s , t h a t i t i s a r h e t o r i c a l address. 
Perhaps both views have an element of t r u t h . I n i t s d i r e c t 
appeal and i n i t s f e r v o u r , i t sounds l i k e a personal address, which 
would be l a t e r entrusted to w r i t i n g and incorporated among the r e s t 
o f the m a t e r i a l . This would account f o r i t s d i s j o i n t e d character, 
p a r t of i t ^ ^ having been o r i g i n a l l y included i n the address, and 
part^-'- having- been w r i t t e n l a t e r when the m a t e r i a l was being pieced 
together. 
Notes. • 
58. cf. B I I , 6. 
59. c f . p.176 L . 5 note. 
60. f o r example ^ 1 p.175 L . l l s q . §3" 
6 1 . f o r example I 2 . 
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That H i l a r y d i d make an approach t o these Western legates f i n e s 
c o n f i r m a t i o n i n the l e t t e r o f the synod of Pari s ^ ^ , and^f 1 and 3 
o f B V I I I , 2 give an idea of the' substance of t h i s approach. A 1§ A-
informs us tha.t t h i s approach was unsuccessf'ol. 
Because the author of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t disre£;ards Valens and 
Ursacius v^hen addressing the Western legates, Feder^^ and S c h i k t a n i ^ 
t h i n k i t necessary t o assume another nari'ative t e x t g i v i n g an 
account o f the e a r l i e r events and e x p l a i n i n g t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n made 
between the A r i a n leaders and the r e s t o f the legates. I t i s 
questionable i f t l i i s i s recessary. By t h i s time, a f t e r a l l t h e i r 
d e ceits and v o l t e - f a c e s , H i l a r y was w e l l aware of t h e i r r e a l 
c haracter and knew t h a t i t was useless t o make any appeal t o them. 
The n a r r a t i v e t e x t i t s e l f i n d i c a t e s t h a t he had approached the 
Western legates only because he f e l t t h a t there v/as s t i l l hope of 
detaching some o f them a t l e a s t from the extreme course of a c t i o n 
purposed by Valens and Ursacius. I n h i s address, H i l a r y disregards 
Valens and Ursacius, siffiply because of the f u t i l i t y of such an 
appeal. , 
Notes. 
^2. cf, A 1^4 p.45 L . I I - I 3 neque eos. . n u n t i a v e r i t . 
63. n . l l 2 . 
64. p.120. 
65. This address of Hilary'' a t Constantinople could be one of the 
three " l i b e l l i " mentioned by Sulpicius Severnis, Chron.II, 45. 
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sndix A. 
Oratio Synodi Sardicensis Ad Constantium Imperatorem et 
Textus N a r r a t i v u s S. H i l a r i i (the so-called L i b e r I ad Constantium) 
I n t r o d u c t i o n . 
Among the works o f H i l a r y have been t r a n s m i t t e d three l e t t e r s 
adaressed d i r e c t l y t o the Emperor Consta:ntias, namely Aa Constan-
tium I and I I and c. Constantium. Both ad Const. I I and c. Const, 
belong t o . t h e time of H i l a r y ' s sojourn at Constantinople i n 359/3^0 
and correspond r e a d i l y vdth the otherwise a t t e s t e d f a c t s of tnax. 
time. But the Ad Const. I has, u n t i l comparatively r e c e n t l y , 
r a i s e d many d i f f i c u l t t)roblems f o r commentators. For lo n g i t was 
regarded as a t r e a t i s e which was issued c. 355 by a G a l l i c synod 
under the presidency o f Hilary"'". l i i h i s e d i t i o n of I693 Coastant 
r a i s e d several d i f f i c u l t i e s v^ith regard to t h i s v / r i t i n g but o f f e r e d 
no s a t i s f a c t o r y s o l u t i o n . . I t was not u n t i l AJ/ilmart published 
h i s work^ t h a t most of the problems surrounding t h i s t r e a t i s e were 
resolved, and h i s f i n d i n g s have won general acceptance^. 
Wilmart shov;s t h a t the e a r l i e s t traces of t h i s v/ork are t o be 
found i n the w r i t i n g s of Phoebadius of Agen (c. A r r . w r i t t e n c.357) 
and Gregory of E l v i r a (De f i d e , w r i t t e n c. 358)? and, as these two 
w r i t e r s are also kno\m t o have used the work of H i l a r y puolished 
c.356^5 i t seeuis a reasonable conclusion t h a t t h i s l e t t e r and 
n a r r a t i v e / 
Notes. 
1. c f . Reinkens Bk. I I ch. 1, 
2. i n Rev. Ben. XXIV (190?) p. 149-179, 2.9I-317 "L'Ad Constantium 
l . I de St. H i l a i r e de'P. et les Fragments H i s t . " 
3. c f . Feder Stud. I TD.138sq. Chapman i n Rev. Ben. I9IO. E.Griffe 
"La Gaule Chretienne^I. Glorieux " H i l a i r e et Libere". 
4. c f . Max Schiktanz "Die H i l a r i u s - Fragmente"-. 
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n a r r a t i v e t e x t date from the same time and v/ere indeed a constituent] 
p a r t of t h i s work. 
Though Jerome^ mentions the so-called Ad Const.II and the c. 
Const., he makes no reference t o the present work. But Salpicius 
Severus^ speaks of three " l i b e l l l " of H i l a r y d i r e c t e d to the 
Emperor and requesting an audience, and Wilmart suggests t h a t he i 
thus i n d i c a t e d Ad Const. I and I I and c. Const'^ and t h a t the l e t t e r 
and n a r r a t i v e t e x t had by t h i s time become already separated from 
the main work. More c e r t a i n i s the f a c t t h a t , i n h i s Chronicle, 
he used-the d e s c r i p t i o n of the c o u n c i l of Milan given i n the Ad 
Const. I and indeed i n a more complete form than e x i s t s today. 
I t i s not u n t i l the s i x t h century t h a t there i s d e f i n i t e 
evidence of the existence of t h i s w r i t i n g i n i t s present form. 
A ' s i x t h century codex, Vaticanus Basilicanus S. P e t r i D. l 8 2 , 
t r a n s m i t s a " l i b , I scT h i l a r i ad constantiuin imp.^' and, about the 
same time, at the beginning of the s i x t h century, i n a l e t t e r t o 
Pelagius and A n a t o l i u s , Pulgentius Perrandus mentions a SECOND book 
which H i l a r y wrote t o the Emperor Constantius^, e v i d e n t l y r e f e r r i n g 
t o the Ad C o n s t . I I and d i s t i n g u i s h i n g i t from the Ad Const. I . 
• These ancient testimonies provide evidence f o r the conclusion 
t h a t the s o - c a l l e d Ad Const. I formed p a r t of H i l a r y ' s work of 356 
and e x i s t e d i n i t s present form as e a r l y as the s i x t h century, i f 
not before. 
Notes. . 
5. De v i r . i l l . 1 0 0 , w r i t t e n c. 392. 
6. Chron. I I , 45 , w r i t t e n c. 403. 
7. For d i f f e r e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n c f . Commentary on B V I I I , 2 and 
s e c t i o n on " H i l a r y and the Arian Controversy" 
8. P.L. LXVII, 922. 
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So f a r as the a c t u a l contents are concerned, WiLaart d i v i d e s 
the book i n t o two pa r t s (a) a synodal l e t t e r (b) the n a r r a t i v e 
t e x t . He shows t h a t the l e t t e r has been issued t y an asse.nbly o f 
bishops desirous of s e t t l i n g the r e l i g i o u s t r o u b l e s of the time 
and e s p e c i a l l y the question concerning Athanasius; but which 
Assembly? Two names and two dates, he asserts, emerge - Sardica 
343 and M i l a n 355. Because the l e t t e r , though adaressed t o . 
CoiB t a n t i u s , i n d i c a t e s t h a t there are, at the tiine of w r i t i n g , two 
emperors^, also because of the absolute tone employed by H i l a r y i n 
speaking o f the c o u n c i l of MilanlO, and because of the f a c t t h a t 
the l e t t e r p r o t e s t s , not against the e x i l e of several I t a l i a n 
bishops perpetrated at Milan, but of pre v i o u s l y consaanated v i o l -
ences, Wilmart concludes t h a t the synod t o be p r e f e r r e d i s t h a t of 
Sardica 3'^3' He proceeds t o give more d e f i n i t e proof of t h i s by 
a comparison of f a c t s c s l l e c t e d from the other Sardican docuinents; 
f o r example, there i s the same plea f o r the r e c a l l of the exil e s 
made by the Sardican embassy t o Constantius, reported i n Ath. H i s t . 
Ar .20,as i n t h i s l e t t e r ; there i s a p a r a l l e l m the Sardican l e t t e r 
t o J u l i u s i n the d e s c r i p t i o n of Valens and'Ursacius, ana a reference 
t o a l e t t e r sent to the Emrjerors by the council o f Sardica, which 
must be the Ad Const. I ; there i s also a reference t o t h i s l e t t e r 
i n the l e t t e r t o the Mareotis''--'-; the Sardican l e t t e r to the church 
of Alexandria and the t i shops of Egypt and Libya-'"^ also affords a 
p a r a l l e l . 
Notes. 
9. c f . p. 182 L . 6 -8 i c c i r c o l a b o r a t i s . . . p o t i a n t u r . 
10. c f . p.186 L .19sq . Venio nunc etc. 
1 1 . P.L. LVI, 848. 
12 . Ath. Apol. c. Ar. 39, 43 . 
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That HiJa.ry d i d indeed use the l e t t e r of Sardica t o 
Constantius i n h i s work i s known from the endin^ of B I I , 11. 
Thus Wilmart upholds the claim of the l e t t e r to be considerea among 
the authentic documents remaining t o us from the co'oncil of 
Sardica. 
Closely u n i t e d v d th the l e t t e r i s the n a r r a t i v e t e x t v/hich 
deals p a r t l y v d t h the preceding l e t t e r and p a r t l y m t h the synod 
of Milan 355} the l a t t e r s e c t i o n being- only i m p e r f e c t l y preserved. 
The contents o f the N.T..raa:ce i t s connection vdth H i l a r y ' s h i s t o r -
i cal-polemic work o f 356 most obvious. Both are concerjid vdth the 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n of Athanasius, the defence of the Nicene creed, and 
the e x p o s i t i o n of A r i a n d e c e i t shorn through the councils of 
Sardica, A r i e s and Milan. I t s proper p o s i t i o n i n t h i s work would 
seem to be a f t e r the n a r r a t i v e t e x t B I I , 11 v/hich closes vdth the 
.words "sed multum ad cogTiitionem p r o f i c i e t , s i , quae'post absola-
tionem Athanasi ad Constantiijra imperatorem synodi Sardicensis, 
o r a t i o . f u e r i t , cognoscatur". I n a d d i t i o n , Wilmart snows how t h i s 
N.T. has the s t y l e and vocabulary of H i l a r y ana the same s p i r i t w i t h 
i t s earnest devotion to preserving the Nicene creed pare and 
u n d e f i l e d . 
I n view of a l l t h i s , i t seems reasonably safe t o assume t h a t 
both l e t t e r and N.T. formed an i n t e g r a l p a r t of H i l a r y ' s v/ork of 
356. 
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The books Ad^onst. I and I I and c. Const, v/ere f i r s t edited 
• by G. C r i b e l l u s at Milan 1489 and h i s t e x t was adopted i n the 
e d i t i o n o f Badius, published a t Paris i n 1510, and, w i t h only minor 
f o r r e c t i o n s i n those of Erasmus, M. Lypsius and J. G i l l o t . Not 
u n t i l Coustant's e d i t i o n of 1693 was any r e a l attempt made to 
c o r r e c t the t e x t , but he u n f o r t u n a t e l y erred i n relying, too 
e x c l u s i v e l y on one p a r t i c u l a r f a m i l y o f G a l l i c codices. I n h i s 
e d i t i o n of I916 Feder has t r i e d t o avoid t h i s dan^^er. 
SUMMARY.. (1) The bishops request the Emperor to end the perseca-
t i o n s and i n j u r i e s i n f l i c t e d upon the c a t h o l i c diurches by t h e i r 
b r o t h e r C h r i s t i a n s . They p r o t e s t against c i v i l judges i n t e r f e r i n g 
i n e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a f f a i r s and also (2) against the use of violence 
t o secure harmony i n the Church. The only way t o secure peace i s 
f o r everyone t o have f u l l personal freedom so t h a t all'blasphemies 
may be r e j e c t e d and f a i t h f u l bishops supported. (3) I t i s not the 
orthodox but the Arians virho are spreading dissension, c o r r u p t i n g 
the Gospel and a p o s t o l i c teaching, concealing h e r e t i c a l teaching-
behind f a i r v/ords. (4) They plead t h a t a l l e x i l e d , f a i t h f u l 
bishops may be r e s t o r e d t o t h e i r sees, and (5) pour scorn on t h i s 
A r i a n heresy, which i s only of recent o r i g i n and reduces t o nothing 
the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h of past c e n t u r i e s . The men v/ho have invented 
those falsehoods are well-known, and those who enter i n t o comnunion 
w i t h them are i n danger of e t e r n a l punishment since they thus 
p a r t i c i p a t e i n t h e i r crimes. 
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COl'&iSWrARY. The l e t t e r and n a r r a t i v e t e x t are preserved only i n 
the works of H i l a r y . The t i t l e given t o the l e t t e r i n Peder's 
e d i t i o n i s adapted from the ending o f B I I , 11 p.154- L.24,25.cf. i 
Wilmart I . e . p.198. Before V/ilmart's a r t i c l e , t h i s l e t t e r was 
a t t r i b u t e d t o H i l a r y . c f . the t i t l e i n Coustant's e d i t i o n P.L. X. 
c o l . 557-8. 
p.181 L . l synodi Sardicensis - the contents show t h i s to be 
Western Sardica. 
L.3,4 et t e x t u s n a r r a t i v u s S. H i l a r i i - Feder adds t h i s f o r the 
sake of c l a r i t y . 
p.181 •L.5 L i b e r I ad Constantlura - i . e . the designation'cominonly 
given i n the MSS. 
L . l l s q . ne d i u t i u s c a t h o l i c a e etc - c f . Ep. syn. Sard, ad l u l i u m 
B I I , 3 §3 p.128, L.lOsq.13 
c a t h o l i c a e - i . e . those supporting the council o f Nicaea. As the 
f r i e n d s o f Arius g r a d u a l l y recovered the favour of Constantine, 
they began t o attack the l e a d i n g supporters of the Nicene creed. 
TiiEOugh the s u f f e r i n g s of t h e i r bishops, the c a t h o l i c churches were 
thus grievously- a f f l i c t e d . 
Notes. 
13. On the correspondence between t h i s l e t t e r and the various 
Sardican documents c f . I n t r o d u c t i o n . 
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L.13 a f r a t r i b u s n o s t r i s - though supporters of A r i u s , they were 
14 
s t i l l regarded as brothers i n C h r i s t . Sozomen has a s i m i l a r 
passage i n which he declares t h a t persecution of t h i s k i n d seemed 
even more severe than t h a t s u f f e r e d mder heathen emperors. 
L . I 3 - p. 182 L.2 provideat et decemat etc - c f . Sp. syn. Sard, ad 
e c c l . Alex, i n Ath. Apol. c. Ar.39 and ep. syn. Sard, ad e p i s C 
Aeg. i n i b i d 4 3 . ' 
L.14 i u d i c e s - Telfer-'-^ states t h a t i t i s s i g n i f i c a n t of the 
d i f f e r e n c e o f viev/ o f East and-West t h a t " i u d i c e s " , f o r the 7/esterns 
at Sardica, means e x c l u s i v e l y c i v i l magistrates'^^ while the Easterns 
there apply i t to the bishops commissioned t o t r y Athanasius at Ty]*? 
I n cod. Theod. Bk XVI, T i t . I I , No 12 Law of Sept.355 "(ie episcopis 
et c l e r i c i s " i t i s ordered t h a t episcopal causes are t o be judged 
only by bishops, and Baronius t h i n k s t h a t t h i s r u l i n g was l a i d 
dovm i n answer t o t h i s e n t reaty. 
This p r o t e s t i n d i c a t e s t h a t not only the Emperor but also h i s 
c i v i l o f f i c i a l s were i n t e r f e r i n g i n church a f f a i r s , and t h a t , i n 
t h i s p a r t i c u l a r instance a t l e a s t , the Western Nicene group (v/ho, 
i t may be noted, here stood t o lose by t h i s i n t e r f e r e n c e ) favoured 
Notes. 
14. IV, 26. . 
15. Harvard Theol. Review X L I I I p.69. 
16. c f . also B I I , I f 3 p . I l l ]L."5. 
17. c f . A IV, 1 SlO . 
18 . ad -ann. 355 n.78. 
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complete separation of church and c i v i l matters. Ossius adopted 
19 
the s&ne p o s i t i o n i n h i s famous l e t t e r t o Constantius where he 
declared t h a t ' God had put the*kingdom i n t o the hands of the 
Emperor but had entrusted the a f f a i r s of His Church to the bishops 
(But again t h i s v/as w r i t t e n at a time when the Nicenes could hope 
f o r no advantage whatever from the i m p e r i a l power) . I t must be 
admitted t h a t the Nicenes were not alv/ays consistent i n t h i s 
attitude»cf.the i m p e r i a l pressure used t o gain adherence t o the 
decisions taken a t Nicaea and the use made of the favour of 
Coiistansitowards them i n . p r o c uring the synod of Sardica and then 
the r e t u r n of Athanasius t o Alexandria i n 3^6. 
Many .instances could be given of the use maae by the Arians 
of the c i v i l power - i n t h e i r l e t t e r the Sardican bishops are 
probably r e f e r r i n g t o the events a t Tyre 335 and the v/ork of the 
Mare o t i c cominission. 
I t would seem t h a t n e i t h e r side was absolutely f r e e from t h i s 
stigma, and t h a t both were prepared to seek the assistance of the 
c i v i l power when i t s u i t e d t h e i r purpose. 
p.182 L . l innocentes homines - e.g. Athanasius. 
L.4-6 h i s . . q u i non cessant... aspargere - e.g. those v.'ho p a r t i c i p a t e d 
i n the synod of Eastern Sardica, c f . ep. syn. Sard. B I I , 1^7 p.119 
L . 4 sq ; and B I I , 2^4 p . l 2 9 L . 9 sq . 
Notes. 
19. i n Ath.. H i s t . Ar.44. 
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' L.8-11 non a l i a r a t i one. .vivendi a r b i t r i a n - c f . ep. syn. Sard, ad 
eccles. A l e x . i n Ath. AT^OI. C. Ar. 39-
20 • . 
L . l l s q . c e r t e vox exclamantiura etc - c f . Lacifeir : cernimas una 
hac voce r e l i g i o s a "Christianus .sum, nolo esse ut t u es,Constant!us, 
apostata", omne crimen e x c l u d i . 
L.18 praepositos - "praenositus" had been used as the equivalent of 
"episcopus" from Cyprian onwards. 
L . I 9 foedera c a r i t a t i s - i . e . the bonds of love which u n i t e the 
people v d t h t h e i r bishop and both w i t h C h r i s t . 
L.22- l u x et tenebrae confundantur - c f . ep. syn. Sard. 3 I I , 1 § 8 
p.125 L. 2, 3. • 
L.24 non i n s i t a m sed ingenitam - "not implanted by nature but 
( r a t h e r ) i n h e r i t e d (from h i s f a t h e r ) . " 
p. 183 L . I , 2 ut non studiam..praestent - c f . p . l 8 l L.13sq. 
provideat et decernat etc. 
L.6sq Non quisquam perversus etc - t o secure peace i n the Church 
v/a.s the o v e r r u l i n g purpose i n Constantius' e c c l e s i a s t i c a l p o l i c y . 
Knov/ing/ 
Notes. 
20. P.L. X I I I , col.1011 "Lioriendura esse pro dei f i l i o " . 
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Knowing t h i s , the Arians always made i t a p r i n c i p a l charge against 
the orthodox t h a t not only were they wrong t h e o l o g i c a l l y but also 
were t o blame f o r a l l the quarrels and s t r i f e which disrupted the 
Church.cf. A IV, 1 the l e t t e r of Eastern Sardica. 
L.8sq.' et nunc, qui Arriana etc - a f t e r answering the charge of 
s e d i t i o n , the bishops b r i n g a three f o l d accusation against the 
Arians, s i m i l a r t o t h a t made by H i l a r y i n h i s Preface, c f . B I ^ 5 
p.102 L.3A " c o r r u p t i o evangeliorum, deprayatio f i d e i , et simalata 
C h r i s t i nominis blasphema confessio". 
p.183 L . l l rectam apostolorum regulara - c f . Ad Const. 11^6 fidem 
apostolicam. H i l . De Syn. 63 perfectam atque apostolicam fidem. 
21 
L.12-16 c a l l i d i et a s t u t i . . r e o s f a c i a n t - c f . Phoebadius : "vos 
tamen idem sentientes abrupta blasphemia, verba v i t a n t e s , axiibigua 
sectamini ad decipiendos simplices et incautos...quod venenatan 
v i r u s exquisitorura verborum velainlne t e g i t i s " . 
L.17sq. Et hoc obsecrainus etc - c f . ep. syn. Sard.- ad episc. Aeg. 
i n Ath..Apol. c. Ar.43. 
eos q ui adhuc..tenentur - e.g. Athanasius. 
L.21,22 post quadringentos f e r e annos - c f . note on A IV, 1 p.49 
L.26 "ante quadringentos annos" 
Notes. 
21. c. A r r . 15 i n P.L. XX c o l . 23. 
- 495 -
I n some quarters i n the East, the Nicene creea v/as re^'ax-ded 
as a needless i n n o v a t i o n , and v/hile i t v/ould s t i l l be too e a r l y and 
dangerous f o r t h i s , o p i n i o n t o be d i r e c t l y expressed i n the actual 
controversy a t t h i s date ( i . e . c.342), i t i s q u i t e probable t h a t 
i t was being comnonly propagated. I n t h i s passage, the orthodox 
bishops counter such a charge by shovdng the novelty of the Arian 
d o c t r i n e which has found ex-nression only a f t e r three centuries of 
the C h r i s t i a n era. 
p.184 L . I , 2 quasi a n t e . . C h r i s t i a n i - t r a n s , "as i f before there 
•were not apostles, (as i f ) a f t e r t h e i r martyrdoms ana deaths tnare 
were not C h r i s t i a n s . " 
L.5-IO nuper didicimus. . . a u d i e r i n t - c f . er. syn. Sard. B I I , 
1^7 p.119 L.5-10. 
L.6 a duobus Eusebiis - i . e . of Caesarea and of Nicomedia.cf. Atn. 
De Syn. 17^^, 
L.7)8 i m p e r i t i s . .Valente - c f . ep. syn. Alex, i n Ath. Apol. c. Ai'. 
13; ep. syn. Sard, ad e c c l . Alex, and ep. ad episc. Aeg. i n Ath. 
I. e . 37, 4-1; and B I I , 2^ 4 p.l29 L.7. ' Use of sach language i n 
d e s c r i b i n g Valens and Ursacius gives p r a c t i c a l l y no help i n the 
d a t i n g o f t h i s document because i t i s not d e f i n i t e l y knov.m v/hen they 
were born. 
Notes . • c o 4. 22. For notes on a l l these bishops c f . E I I , I s 7 etc. 
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L.8 e p i s t u l a e - these would include the l e t t e r sent to J u l i u s of 
Eorae-^^, which has not been preserved, and would be s i m i l a r i n 
content to the l e t t e r of Eastern Sardica A IV, l . c f . axso 3 I I , 1 
p . I l l L.6sq. 
L.8-10 et i d o n e i s . . a u d i e r i n t - c f . E I I , 2^3 p.129 L.2; ep. ad 
e c c l . Alex, i n Ath. Apol. c., Ar.38 
L.8-9 idoneis t e s t i b u s - e.g. B I I , 1 p.l06 L.5sq. p.109 L.8sm. 
L.12,13 q u i lam..abdicati - e.g. at the synod of Western Sardica, 
c f , B I I , I f 7; B I I , 2 f 5 . 
I I . N a r r a t i v e t e x t . 
SULMAHY. (1) The members of the' synod of Sardica were undoubtedly 
r i g h t thus t o i n f o r m the emperor of t h e i r absolution o f Atnanasius. 
But indeed the r e a l substance of t h e i r request v/as s i a p l y t h a t the 
f a i t h should be kept f r e e from the contagion of Arianism and t h a t 
an'end ^ o u l d be made t o new i n v e s t i g a t i o n s against the accusea. 
Ju s t asGod, the Lord of the universe, desired the service and 
adoration of a f r e e v / i l l and spurned a forced acknowledgment of 
Himself, so o u ^ t the use of violence to have been r e j e c t e d i n hu.nan 
a f f a i r s because i t compels a l l t o be, not C h r i s t i a n s , but Arians. 
Even thie emperor h i m s e l f has been l e d i n t o e r r o r on t h i s account 
and/. 
Notes. 
23. c f . Ath. Apol. c. Ar.21. 
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and h i s a u t h o r i t y used f o r t h e i r nefarious purposes. (2) Their 
wickedness was seen a t i t s worst i n the case of Athanasius, #i ere 
those, v/ho have already been denounced as Ari.an h e r e t i c s , have 
attempted t o condemn an innocent person. (3) I t v/as also seen i n 
the recent • events at A r i e s vhere Paulinus-had opposed i t , and at 
Milan where, on the suggestion of Susebius of V e r c e l l i , DionysiUs 
of Milan, was about t o sign a confession of the Nicene creed v/hen 
Valens v i o l e n t l y t o r e pen and paper from him and forbade him to do 
SD . When t h i s became g e n e r a l l y knov/n, i t occasioned great g r i e f 
and, f o r f e a r of p u b l i c displeasure, the assembly was t r a n s f e r r e d 
t o the palace. The de c i s i o n concerning Susebius, v/hich was written 
l o n g before they entered the Church, nov/ f o l l o w s (This p a r t has 
not been preserved). 
COMMENTARY. p.l84 L.15-19 lam nemini. . o p o r t a e r i t - Coustant^'^ 
has a s l i g h t suspicion t h a t these words might be said i r o n i c a l l y 
concerning the A r i a n acts and l e t t e r s which d i d not show very much 
episcopal clemency. But t h i s opinion does not seem very probable 
and the context gives no evidence t o support i t . I t seems b e t t e r 
t o regard them as representirjg common agreement t o the pi^-ocedure 
g^dDpted by the synod of Wester-n Sardica i n sending the above l e t t e r 
t o Constantius. I t may ha.ve occasioned some surprise because i t 
was Constans, not Constantius, who held sway i n the 7/est and many 
would t h i n k i t s u f f i c i e n t f o r t h e i r purposes t o enjoy the favour 
of Constans. H i l a r y , i t would appear, d i d not share this'view, 
though/ 
Notes. 
24. P.L. X c o l . 560-1. 
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though, i n h i s n a r r a t i v e t e x t , he seems a l i t t l e on the defensive 
f o r the simple reason t h a t , despite the Westerns' plea f o r Church 
25 
independence , t h e i r l e t t e r represents, i n a sense, an appeal t o 
the s t a t e . But he gives several reasons i n j u s t i f i c a t i o n of the 
l e t t e r . F i r s t of a l l , there was the precautionary measure of 
making Constantius f u l l y aware of the decisions of the synod w i t h 
regard t o the innocence of Athanasius, thus removing the excuse of 
ignorance. But mere important than t h i s was the f a c t t h a t already^^ 
the Arians were g a i n i n g great influence over Constantius, and i t 
was obvious t h a t , i n order t o thwart them, put an end t o the r u l e 
o f v i o l e n c e v^hich oppressed the c a t h o l i c s ,anigain u n i v e r s a l accept-
ance of the decrees of Western Sardica, i t was necessary to make 
a strenuous, e f f o r t t o acquire h i s favour by r e v e a l i n g t o him the 
st r e n g t h of t h e i r case. Their f a i l u r e t o achieve t h i s i s indeed 
one of the p r i n c i p a l reasons t h a t the synod of Sardica d i d not 
succeed i n b r i n g i n g the controversy t o a s a t i s f a c t o r y conclusion, 
f o r there can be no doubt t h a t , e s p e c i a l l y i n the West, and t o a 
c e r t a i n extent i n the East, the Ar i a n cause r e l i e d almost e n t i r e l y 
on the favour and power o f Constantius. I t s c h i e f v i c t o r i e s v/ere 
gained through h i s support^"^ and, on h i s death, Arianism began t o 
wane and f i n a l v i c t o r y f o r the orthodox became c e r t a i n . 
p.184 L.16 synodi - i . e . the synod of Western Sardica v/hich wrote 
the above l e t t e r . 
Notes. 
25. c f . p.181 L.1.3sq. 
26. c f . p.185 L.20sq. 
27. c f . A r i e s , Milan, Ariminum, Seleucia and Constantinople. 
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L.18, 19 legationem - i . e . those deputies sent v/ith the l e t t e r t o 
the Bmperor. 
p. 185 L .3 reos - e.g. Athanasius, Marcellus, J u l i u s and the other 
c a t h o l i c s , c f . A IV, 1%27. 
L .6sq. s i ad fidem veram etc - H i l a r y here gives answer, i n the 
name of the episcopate as i t were, to- the v i o l e n t methods employed 
by the Arians i n t h e i r attempt t o overcoaie the orthoaox and secure 
28 
t h e i r own v i c t o r y . S i m i l a r thoughts are t o be found i n h i s 
other works c f . I n P s . l l S , 5J 12; I I 8 , 14, 20; I I 8 , l6,10. De 
T r i n . I , 1 1 . • 
L.15 sq. sacerdotes carceribus - c f . ep.,syn. Sard. B I I , 1 §3 
p . i l l L .9sq. 
L.15,16 plebs i n c u s t o d i a . . d i s p o n i t u r - t r a n s , "the ordinary people 
are set i n order and r e s t r a i n e d i n the custody o f a f e t t e r e d 
methodical arrangement" i . e . the only way i n which the Arians can 
secure u n i f o r m i t y ajnon^ the people i s t h r o u ^ h o l d i n g them i n check 
vd t h f e t t e r s . . 
L.I8 -20 cogiant nempe... conpellunt - c f . De T r i n . X, . 
L.20 nominis sui - i . e . the name of the emperor. 
Notes. 
28. c f . P.I82 . I 2 . 
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L.21 imperatorem - i . e . Constantlus. 
p.186 L . l s q . et nec s i c etc - c f . B I I , 9 §'4 p.148 L.6sq. 
L.3,4 Haec sl...de rebus f u i s s e t - c f . p.183 L.21sq. I f these 
A r i a n t h e o r i e s had had the a u t h o r i t y of age, they v/oula have 
necessitated more a t t e n t i o n . 
L .5 reus - i . e . Athanasius. 
L.6 l i t t e r a r u m - c f . p.l84 L.8 "epistulae"- note. 
iudicum - probably not the c i v i l judges referredj^at the b e o i n n i n j 
o f the l e t t e r , but r a t h e r the A r i a n bishops who set themselves up 
as judges a t Tyre and Eastern Sardica ( i . e . the Eastern use of 
"iudex".cf. p.181 L.14 note) 
L.6 accusatorum - i . e . those who brought charges against Athanasius 
at Tyre, Rome and Eastern Sardica. 
L.7 horainis - i . e . Athanasius. 
L.7sq. moveret enim absolutionem etc - H i l a r y here defends the 
a t t i t u d e adopted by the synod of Western Sardica i n refusing- t o 
consider Athanasius and the others as g u i l t y r i o h t from the begin-
ning of the c o u n c i l before a new i n q u i r y has been made i n t o the 
accusations/ 
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accusations. He pleads t h a t the condemnation of the Arians ( a t 
Nicaea) automically involves ( i . e . p . l86 L. 8 "iuncta") the 
innocence o f Athanasius, and t h a t t h e r e f o r e a l l the a u t h o r i t y o f 
a n t i q u i t y as v;ell as the c o r r e c t d o c t r i n e of the f a i t h are on the 
side of Athanasius. 
L .12 tunc i . e . a t the synod of Western Sardica 3^2. 
L.12,13 regnum exagitent etc - c f . Gregor. E l v i r . de f i d e 4 "qui 
etiam nunc v i , ambitione et p o t e n t i a exagitans, turbas oinnia; 
quomodo putas me ignoscere t i b i posse frequentius eadem r e t r a c t a n t i f 
L.14 adhuc - i . e . a t the time when the N.T. was w r i t t e n c.355/6-
L.I6 sq. quae obtunsio etc - c f . Phoebadius^^.. "v^ uae i s t a est, 
rogo, c o r d i s hebetude? quae o b l i v i o spei?" 
L.I9 recens - i . e . from 353 onvmrds at the synods of Aries and iJi l a n 
L.19)20 i n quo...continere - w i t h the f i n a l v i c t o r y o f Constantius 
i n 353) "the Arians were able t o shed t h e i r cloal<: of secrecy and come 
out i n t o the open vi t h t h e i r i n t e n t i o n s . 
L.21 Eusebius V e r c e l l e n s i s episcopus - see note on him i n A I I 
p.46 L . l l . 
Notes. 
29. c. A r r . 15 P.L. XX c o l . 24. 
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L . 21 sq. h i e post Arelatensem synodum etc - c f . Sulp. Sev. Chroh. 
I I , 39. 'The synod of Aries was held i n the ¥/inter of 353. 
p.187 L . l Paulinus - see note B I p.102 L.lO. 
L . 2 Mediolaniura - the synod o f Milan met e a r l y i n 355-
,L.6 una cum Eoraanis c l e r i c i s - i . e . Pancracius and H i l a r y c f . 
A V I I p.93 L.lO,11. , 
L u c i f e r o Sardiniae episcopo - see note i n A V I I p.89 L . 3 . 
L .9 Niceam - the c o u n c i l of Kicaea 325* 
L.lO cuius superius raeminimus - before Wilmart published h i s v/ork 
on the Ad Const. I and i t s n a r r a t i v e t e x t , t h i s was u s u a l l y regard-
ed as a reference t o a p a r t which had been lost^*^. Now t h a t t h i s 
l e t t e r and i t s N.T. have been given t h e i r r i g h t f u l place i n H i l a r y ' s 
work, i t i s obvious t h a t i t must r e f e r t o B I I , 9?10. 
L .12 D i o n i s i u s Mediolanensis episcopus - see note i n B V I I , 1 
p.164 L .15 . This s e c t i o n gives us almost a l l the infor.nation we 
now possess concerning t h i s synod of Milan. 
L .20 sq. The p a r t c o n t a i n i n g the d e c i s i o n concerning Susebius has 
not been preserved. 
Notes. 
30. c f . Coustant P.L. X c o l . 5o2 ( j ) . 
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CONCLUSION. No s a t i s f a c t o r y explana-tion has yet been ^iven as t o 
how the l e t t e r and n a r r a t i v e t e x t have become detached from t h e i r 
place i n the vork of 356 and been given an erroneous t i t l e . Wilmart^ 
conjectures t h a t i t was caused by a scribe who had not understood 
the nature o f t h i s synodical l e t t e r ,and N.T.. but, possessing the 
other l e t t e r of H i l a r y t o Constantius ( i . e . the so-called Ad Const 
I I ) , h a d grouped both t o g e t h e r under H i l a r y ' s name as Ad Const, i 
and I I . 
I t might,also, o f oDurse, have r e s u l t e d from the disordered 
s t a t e i n which these documents were, from the f i r s t , transmitted-^'f 
Even g r a n t i n g the p o s s i b i l i t y o f a work having been published by 
H i l a r y i n 356, we can f i n d no evidence of any f u r t h e r p u b l i c a t i o n . 
Pother does i t seem as i f the l a t e r documents have been l o o s e l y 
tagged on to the o r i g i n a l v/ork. I f t h i s assumption i s ODrrect, 
then even before,the death of H i l a r y , the o u t l i n e , contents and 
purpose of the v/ork of 356 could e a s i l y have been obscured, and i t 
would become i n c r e a s i n g l y d i f f i c u l t to d i s t i n g u i s h between the 
o r i g i n a l contents and the l a t e r a d d i t i o n s . I n such a s i t u a t i o n , 
i t would not be s u r p r i s i n g f o r some pieces t o be l o s t , others t o be 
detached and misplaced ( e s p e c i a l l y i f , as i n the case of the so-
c a l l e d Ad Const. I , they formed the f i n a l s e c tion of a docuiient) 
and the whole to become i n t e r m i n g l e d . Has some l a t e r e d i t o r , 
knowing something of t h i s o r i g i n a l d i s t i n c t i o n betv/een the v/ork 
of 356 and the l a t e r a d d i t i o n s , attempted t o restore order by 
d i v i d i n g / 
Notes. 
3 1 . c f . Conclusion on whole work. 
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d i v i d i n g the • documents i n t o the tv/o sections i n v/hich they have 
been t r a n s m i t t e d i n the MSS? and, presuaiinf: t h a t the f i n a l s e c t i o n 
i n B I I ( i . e . the'synodal l e t t e r and N.T) had'already become 
detached from the r e s t , could i t have been he-v^ho, i n the intei-ests 
o f order, has u n i t e d t h i s synodal l e t t e r and N.T. w i t h the other 
. l e t t e r t o Constantius (v/hich, v/ith the c. C o n s t w o u l d undoubtedly 
be t r a n s m i t t e d i n close contact w i t h these h i s t o r i c a l docaments) 
and so given r i s e t o the f a l s e designation Ad Const. I and I I ? 
Such a poss i b i l i t y - s e e m s reasonable. 
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i d i x B. The l i b e r i u s L e t t e r s . 
• J . 
Not the l e a s t i n t e r e s t i n g p o r t i o n of H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n of 
documents i s the group of l e t t e r s w r i t t e n by L i h e r i u s , bishop of 
Home. I t c o n s i s t s of e i g h t l e t t e r s , or e x t r a c t s from l e t t e r s , 
accompanied by s i x e d i t o r i a l notes, a l l d e a l i n g w i t h events p r i o r 
t o , and d u r i n g , the e x i l e of the bishop of Rome, and then another 
one, w r i t t e n much l a t e r , d e a l i n g w i t h the problem of the bishops 
who had lapsed at Ariminum"^. 
The l e t t e r s w r i t t e n before the e x i l e of L i b e r i u s to Beroea i n 
p 
Thrace de p i c t him as f o l l o w i n g i n the orthodox Nicene t r a d i t i o n of 
most Y/estern bishops, and, i f not a zealous defender of Athanasius, 
s t i l l anxious t o secure a f a i r t r i a l f o r him i n fa.ce of the u n j u s t 
accusations of h i s enemies. 
Those w r i t t e n d u r i n g the e x i l e , however, show him weakened and 
broken by the tedium of e x i l e , resolved t o surrender Athanasius and 
w i l l i n g t o make any concessions demanded by the Arians"^. 
The s t r i k i n g c o n t r a s t between these two representations has 
caused great controversy and given r i s e t o the suggestion t h a t the 
two s e r i e s of l e t t e r s can not have come from the same hand. 
Because of the weak, lamentable tone and a t t i t u d e adopted by 
L i b e r i u s i n the e x i l e l e t t e r s , w r i t e r s of the Roman communion 
have been e s p e c i a l l y anxious t o denounce them as unauthentic and 
forged, w h i l e m a i n t a i n i n g the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the f i r s t set. 
I n the main, there are three c h i e f bodies of o p i n i o n on the 
e x i l e / 
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e x i l e l e t t e r s (1) those who r e j e c t a l l f o u r as forged. (2) those 
who have doubts concerning B I I I , l"Studens" hut accept the other 
thr e e . (3) those who accept a l l f o u r as genuine l e t t e r s of 
L i h e r i u s . 
A t y p i c a l exponent of the f i r s t group i s Hefele^. The key-
stone of h i s proof of the forged character of. the l e t t e r s i s his 
a l l e g a t i o n t h a t the events mentioned i n them do not correspond t o 
h i s t o r i c a l f a c t . ^ Hefele contends t h a t the f o r g e r was r e a l l y out 
of touch w i t h the h i s t o r i c a l s t i t u a t i o n , and i l l u s t r a t e s t h i s 
c h i e f l y from B I I I , 1 "Studens", r e l y i n g on the al l e g e d k i n s h i p 
between the f o u r e x i l e l e t t e r s t o prove h i s p o i n t i n the case of 
the other t h r e e . F i r s t , he argues, i f we take "Studens" as 
w r i t t e n a t the beginning of L i h e r i u s ' p o n t i f i c a t e , then the f a c t s 
s t a t e d t h e r e i n are simply not t r u e . We have no evidence t o suggest 
t h a t L i b e r i u s r e a l l y had broken communi&n w i t h Athanasius at t h a t 
time - on t h e other hand, we have the c l e a r e s t evidence t h a t 
L i b e r i u s had defended Athanasius,and a c t u a l l y went i n t o e x i l e 
7 
because of h i s r e f u s a l t o condemn him. Nor does Athanasius ever 
give the s l i g h t e s t i n t i m a t i o n t h a t L i b e r i u s , before h i s e x i l e , had 
broken communion w i t h him. 
Now a s u p e r f i c i a l reading of "Studens" might seem t o favour 
t h i s o p i n i o n . I n the beginning of the l e t t e r at any r a t e , i t 
would seem as i f the author were w r i t i n g from Rome and d e s c r i b i n g 
events/ 
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events which must have taken place there c.352. But c l o s e r study 
would seem t o i n d i c a t e a lapse of time between the events mentioned 
i n the f i r s t h a l f and those described i n the second, denoted only 
8 
by the word "denique" . The bishops mentioned i n the n a r r a t i v e 
t e x t ( B i l l , 2) also seem t o favour a much l a t e r date than 352^. 
Moreover, i f one understands the l e t t e r as having been w r i t t e n at 
the beginning of L i b e r i u s ' episcopate, the l a s t p a r t of i t i s too 
great an a b s u r d i t y f o r a f o r g e r t o derive the l e a s t b e n e f i t from i t . 
The f i r s t and p r i n c i p a l component of a f o r g e r y must be p r o b a b i l i t y , 
and L i b e r i u s ' defence of Athanasius u n t i l the time of h i s e x i l e had 
been so c o n s i s t e n t as t o exclude any p o s s i b i l i t y of even a momentary 
break i n r e l a t i o n s between them. The r u p t u r e , of which the author 
w r i t e s , must t h e r e f o r e , even on the grounds of p r o b a b i l i t y alone, 
be placed i n the years- f o l l o v / i n g upon the decree which sent L i b e r i u s 
i n t o e x i l e , as. Al^nasius himself witnesses"'"'^ . 
Understood i n t h i s way, the l e t t e r "Studens" does not contra-
d i c t the h i s t o r i c a l , f a c t of L i b e r i u s ' support of Athanasius at the 
beginning of h i s episcopate and agrees w i t h the evidence given by 
Athanasius himself of a s u b s c r i p t i o n of L i b e r i u s during his e x i l e 
i n Beroea"*""^. 
?/ith regard t o the other three l e t t e r s , Hefele states f i r s t 
t h a t t h e r e ' i s an undoubted resemblance i n language, s t y l e and 
manner between "Studens", v/hich on h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s 
undoubtedly/ 
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undoubtedly spurious, and the other t h r e e , showing t h a t a l l f o u r 
are. the v/ork of one author, and are a l l apochryphal. He supports 
h i s argument w i t h other reasons: (1) he says i t i s very improbable 
t h a t P o r t u n a t i a n of A q u i l e i a should b r i n g L i b e r i u s ' l e t t e r s t o the 
Emperor because, i f Constantius was already a t Sirmiiim, A q u i l e i a 
was t w i c e as f a r from Beroea as Sirmium i t s e l f and the way t o 
A q u i l e i a l a y through Sirmium, not v i c e versa. And even i f the 
Emperor had been s t i l l a t Rome then, 'neither i n t h a t case would 
A q u i l e i a have been the middle s t a t i o n between t h a t c i t y and Beroea. 
This o b j e c t i o n might c a r r y some v/eight i f i t could be proved 
t h a t bishops always remained i n the see to which they were elected. 
Such, u n f o r t i m a t e l y , was not the case; indeed one f e e l s t h a t i f the 
bishops of t h a t time had pai d l e s s a t t e n t i o n t o wrangling a f t e r 
power at the i m p e r i a l court and more t o the work of t h e i r own see, 
the Church of the f o u r t h century would have had a less t r o u b l e d 
h i s t o r y . Furthermore there i s no evidence t h a t the l e t t e r was 
a c t u a l l y given t o F o r t u n a t i a n at A q u i l e i a . 
(2) Then Hefele b r i n g s an o b j e c t i o n based on the delay between 
L i b e r i u s ' f a l l and h i s r e t u r n t o Rome. This delay might indeed 
seem strange but i t i s a very f l i m s y argument on which t o base the 
f o r g e r y of the l e t t e r s . Several explanations might be given of i t : 
reasonscf s t a t e , the d i f f i c u l t p o s i t i o n i n which the Emperor would 
f i n d h imself w i t h regard t o h i s puppet F e l i x on the r e t u r n of 
L i b e r i u s ; i t might only be the delay between e c c l e s i a s t i c a l acts 
and i m p e r i a l c o n f i r m a t i o n . 
1 P 
Another supporter of t h i s viev/ i s Chapman but w i t h t h i s d i f f e r e n c e 
t h a t / 
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t h a t he admits the f o r c e of IDuchesne's argument t h a t i t i s * 
inconceivable t h a t a f o r g e r should t r y t o represent L i b e r i u s ' 
r u p t u r e w i t h Athanasius as t a k i n g place at the beginning of h i s 
episcopate. But Chapman goes on to. say t h a t ]>achesne's a l t e r n a t i v e 
t h a t i t was L i b e r i u s himself who d i d so i s j u s t as inconceivable. 
His own suggestion w i t h regard t o the author of "Studens" i s t h a t 
P o r t u n a t i a n of A q u i l e i a , having f a l l e n at Milan, v^ as anxious t o 
j u s t i f y h i s f a l l by showing t h a t f o u r years e a r l i e r Athanasius had 
been contiimacious when summoned by the bishop of Rome and t h a t 
L i b e r i u s had then, f o r the moment at l e a s t , renounced him and had 
j o i n e d the Easterns. I t would be admitted-, continues Chapman, 
t h a t t h i s a t t i t u d e had not been maintained by L i b e r i u s , but i t 
would be a great p o i n t t o show t h a t the bishop of Rome had not been 
-.Consistent throughout, t h a t the question was no easy one. 
The q u e s t i o n begged by Chapman's s o l u t i o n i s of course. "Y/hy 
should F o r t u n a t i a n wish t o j u s t i f y h i s f a l l , e s p e c i a l l y at t h i s 
t ime, and t o whom?" I f , two years a f t e r the sor r o w f u l events of 
the synod of Mi l a n , t h e r e had been a sudden r e v e r s a l of fo r t u n e s 
i n favour of the orthodox, then the s o l u t i o n suggested by Chapman 
might have bean f e a s i b l e . I n t h i s s i t u a t i o n one might have 
imagined P o r t u n a t i a n w r i t i n g such a l e t t e r i n order t o r e g a i n the 
favour of the orthodox and t o excuse h i s own temporary lapse by 
shov/ing t h a t even the bishop of Rome, though l a t e r a supporter of 
Athanasius, had, at the beginning of his episcopate, committed a 
l i k e , temporary a c t . But, so f a r from t h i s being the case, 
Arianism had gone on from s t r e n g t h t o s t r e n g t h a f t e r i t s v i c t o r y at 
t h e / 
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the synod of Mi l a n 355. F o r t u n a t i a n could t h e r e f o r e have gained 
no advantage f o r h i m s e l f from a j u s t i f i c a t i o n of hi s f a l l . I n 
such a s i t u a t i o n t o whom would he seek t o j u s t i f y h i s cause? He 
could g a i n no advantage from j u s t i f y i n g himself before the orthodox 
because most of the supporters of orthodoxy were i n e x i l e at t h i s 
time, and i t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t the bishop who gave way at Milan would 
i m p l i c a t e himself w i t h them now - t h a t would be t o court the same 
f a t e . Nor i s there any evidence t o support t h i s contention. 
On the other hand, what purpose would there be i n seeking t o j u s t i f y 
h imself before the Arians? At Mila n he had done a l l t h a t the 
Arians could r e q u i r e ; h i s submission there ?/ould be s u f f i c i e n t 
f o r them w i t h o u t asking the why and the wherefore. 
Such, a j u s t i f i c a t i o n as Chapman has supposed would be possible 
only i n one p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n , namely, i n the case of a bishop, 
who himself had' f a l l e n r a t h e r than s u f f e r e x i l e , t r y i n g t o persuade 
another bishop, t o whom he was bound by the bond of f r i e n d s h i p , t o 
compromise r a t h e r than endure the s u f f e r i n g s of a weary and l o n e l y 
e x i l e ; and v/hat more n a t u r a l way of persuasion v/ould there be than 
t o t r y and j u s t i f y h i s own f a l l ? From what i s known of the 
r e l a t i o n s between F o r t u n a t i a n and L i b e r i u s , i t seems q u i t e possible 
t h a t such a t h i n g d i d a c t u a l l y take place. I t i s known t h a t , 
p r i o r t o the synod of Milan, L i b e r i u s had a high regard f o r 
Fortunatian"^'''"; such a regard can have sprning only from a warm and 
close f r i e n d s h i p , and i t i s noteworthy t h a t t h i s f r i e n d s h i p 
continued/ 
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continued a f t e r L i b e r i u s ' banishment because the e x i l e l e t t e r s show 
F o r t u n a t i a n c o n t i n u a l l y i n communication w i t h the bishop of Rome. 
I n these circ-omstances i t seems very probable t h a t F o r t u n a t i a n would 
attempt t o persuade L i b e r i u s t o act as he had done and thus escape 
from'the r i g o u r s of e x i l e . 
A l l t h i s , of course, does not help Chapman's theory, but, i f 
there was any question of j u s t i f i c a t i o n , i t seems a more n a t u r a l 
e x p l a n a t i o n than the one Chapman has given. 
He develops t h i s theory by s t a t i n g t h a t i t i s absurd t o 
suppose t h a t F o r t u n a t i a n was a c t i n g f o r L i b e r i u s or v/as t r y i n g t o 
d e l i v e r hiai from e x i l e . By=t why^ 2 Does not a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the 
f r i e n d l y r e l a t i o n s e x i s t i n g between these two bishops and the 
p o s i t i o n of the bishop of AQuileia since Milan remove a l l absurdity? 
Again, he says t h a t by i g n o r i n g the f a c t t h a t Athanasius had been 
a c q u i t t e d by the Roman c o u n c i l under J u l i u s and by the c o u n c i l of 
Sardica, P o r t u n a t i a n had condemned himself as a f o r g e r , f o r L i b e r i u s 
could not have ignored t h a t . But the f a c t t h a t there i s no mention 
of the Roman and Sardican decisions i n the l e t t e r does not mean 
t h a t the author had ignored t h e i r a u t h o r i t y or regarded them as 
i n v a l i d . Nor can the mention of a new summons to Athanasius t o 
appear a,t Rome i n order t o defend himself.be used i n support of t h i s 
argument because, a f t e r the c o u n c i l of Sirmium, a new s i t u a t i o n had 
a r i s e n , or seemed l i k e l y to a r i s e , c a l l i n g f o r nev/ a c t i o n . . The 
p o l i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n had changed; w i t h h i s v i c t o r y over Magnentius, 
Constantius had become sole Emperor, and whatever else he may have 
been, he c e r t a i n l y was no supporter of the Nicene creed. • The 
s i t u a t i o n was changing too, v/ith regard to Athanasius; i n the past 
t h e / 
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the charges brought against him had been of a personal nature but 
now they were beginning t o take on a d o c t r i n a l aspect, h i s name v;as 
becoming synonymous w i t h the Nicene creed. I t was, t h e r e f o r e , 
only n a t u r a l t h a t L i b e r i u s should wish a personal i n t e r v i e w w i t h 
Athanasius before- d e c i d i n g on the Charges brought against him. 
This p a r t i c u l a r p a r t of Chapman's theory, then, must be 
r e j e c t e d . He gives no r e a l reason why L i b e r i u s should not be the 
author. 
Nor i s he any more convincing w i t h the other explanation which 
he advances. This time he places the production of "Studens" j u s t 
a f t e r the f a l l of P o r t u n a t i a n at the synod of Milan i n 355, before 
L i b e r i u s had had time t o send Eutropius and H i l a r y t o repudiate the 
work of the c o u n c i l . I t i s easy t o suppose, he continues, t h a t 
F o r t u n a t i a n had not accompanied Eusebius and L u c i f e r t o Milan, as 
L i b e r i u s had suggested; so he w i l l not have been the a c t u a l bearer 
w i t h the others of A V I I "Obsecro". 
Here i t seems t h a t Chapman has allowed h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
the h i s t o r i c a l f a c t s t o be c o n t r o l l e d and d i r e c t e d by the r e s u l t 
which he wishes to o b t a i n . Though the task he has set himself i s 
t o prove t h a t the l e t t e r s are forged, he never r e a l l y t a c k l e s the 
problem; r a t h e r he sets out from the presumption t h a t they are 
f o r g e r i e s , t h a t anything i n them, t h e r e f o r e , can not correspond t o 
the r e a l , h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n and since t h i s i s so, and, i n defence 
of t h i s - p r e s u m p t i o n , e v e r y l l i b e r t y can be taken w i t h the h i s t o r i c a l 
f a c t s . 
An embassy was sent by L i b e r i u s t o repudiate the c o u n c i l of 
A r i e s , but there i s no evidence of one having been sent t o repudiate 
t h e / 
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the work of the c o u n c i l of Milan; nor i s there any evidence t h a t 
F o r t u n a t i a n , a f t e r the i n v i t a t i o n of L i b e r i u s , had not accompanied 
Eusebius and L u c i f e r t o I\Iilan. I f he had indeed refused, i t would 
c e r t a i n l y ./have been recorded; h i s r e f u s a l could not have been 
passed over i n s i l e n c e . Chapman has recourse t o t h i s evasion only 
because he wants.Portunatian t o be ignorant of t h ^ existence of 
A V I I "Obsecro". But i t v/ould have been w e l l - n i g h impossible f o r 
anyone i n the midstream of the controversy, as Portunatian was, not 
t o have known of i t s existence and i t s connection w i t h the summon-
i n g of the c o u n c i l of Milan. 
F i n a l l y , i f "Studens" was a f o r g e r y , could F o r t u n a t i a n have 
been so insane as t o produce i t at t h i s time when the name of 
L i b e r i u s was untarnished i n the p u b l i c mind? . What advantage could 
he have gained by i t ? The f a l s i t y of the charge brought against 
L i b e r i u s would have been so obvious t h a t F o r t u n a t i a n would have 
become a laughing-stock. To say t h a t the f a l s i t y of "Studens" must 
come out some day, as Chapman does, i s an understatement; i t would 
be b l a t a n t from the v e r y moment of i t s production. 
I f , as Chapman suggests, Portunatian•s aim was simply t o 
possess h i s see i n peace, h i s a c t i o n at the synod of Mila n was 
s u f f i c i e n t t o secure t h i s ; n o - f u r t h e r act v/as necessary. 
As t o the f o r g e r of "Pro" (B V I I , 8 ) , "Quia" (B VII,10) and 
"Non" (B V I I ; 11), Chapman t h i n k s he i s a d i f f e r e n t person from the 
author of "Studens". "Por^though he (the f o r g e r ) seems t o place 
the w r i t i n g of "Studens" s h o r t l y before the Pope's e x i l e , he 
imagines t h a t the second Sirmian formula might have been signed by 
him very soon afterwards, though i t was drawn up when he had been 
i V 
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n i n e x i l e about two years."' This h i s t o r i c a l perspective, continues 
Chapman, i s not accurate enough f o r one who was an actor of the 
tragedy, as F o r t u n a t i a n was, but i t might very w e l l pass muster 
15 
even a ver y few years l a t e r 
Chapman i s l e d i n t o e r r o r here because of his presupposition, 
which, as has been seen, i s no more than a presupposition, t h a t 
"Studens" was published before the e x i l e of L i b e r i u s . On 
h i s t o i r i c a l grounds, i t has been seen t h a t there i s no basis f o r 
t h i s assumption, nor i s there any evidence t h a t the author of "Pro", 
•I'Quia" and "Non" regarded "Studens" as belonging t o a time p r i o r to 
L i b e r i u s ' e x i l e ; e v e r y t h i n g p o i n t s i n the opposite d i r e c t i o n , t o 
the very close connection i n time, place, thought and purpose of the 
f o u r l e t t e r s . I t i s not the h i s t o r i c a l perspective of the author 
of the t h r e e . l e t t e r s which i s i n a c c u r a t e , but only another example 
of Chapman making the f a c t s s u i t h i s theory. I t i s indeed a 
suspicious weakness i n Cha^pmah's argument t h a t he i s d r i v e n t o 
assume two f o r g e r s despite the proof which has been given by various 
16 
scholars of the common, s t y l e and language of the f o u r l e t t e r s 
He seems prepared t o m u l t i p l y the f o r g e r s "ad i n f i n i t u m " to s u i t 
h i s own theory.' 
For the sake of argument, however, l e t us suppose t h a t Chapman 
has proved h i s p o i n t a.nd t h a t there are two f o r g e r s . The question 
then i s : Who i s t o be responsible f o r the composition of "Pro", 
"Quia" and "Non?. Chapman ( f o l l o w i n g S a l t e t ) , argues t h a t i t i s t o 
be/ 
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be a t t r i b u t e d to the L u c i f e r i a n s as being persons w i t h every reason 
t o depress the r e p u t a t i o n of L i b e r i u s . The L u c i f e r i a n s taught 
th a t , the bishops who had f a l l e n at Ariminum could not be restored 
t o t h e i r o f f i c e even on t h e i r repentance and t h a t t h e i r subsequent 
episcopal acts were I n v a l i d . Now, continues Chapman, 
17 
i n the ¥/est i t was L i b e r i u s who decreed t h e i r r e s t o r a t i o n , 
provided they condemned t h e i r past e r r o r . He had not f a l l e n on 
t h i s occasion himself and i t . was imperative f o r the L u c i f e r i a n s t o 
show t h a t h i s r u l i n g was i n v a l i d a t e d by a previous f a l l . 
This argument might possess some weight i f i t could be proved 
t h a t i t was L i b e r i u s , alone of the Western bishops, who had adopted 
the cause of t h i s r e c o n c i l i a t o r y a t t i t u d e , or even . i f he had been 
the leader i n the West i n propagating t h i s opinion. But, 
u n f o r t u n a t e l y f o r Chapman, such i s not the case. We l e a r n from 
Athanasius t h a t t h i s viev/ had been propounded f i r s t at the synod 
of A l e xandria 362 and had then been accepted by synods i n Gaul and 
Spain. We also know t h a t about t h i s same time H i l a r y had supported 
t h i s view by h o l d i n g c o u n c i l s i n Gaul and also, i n co-operation w i t h 
Eusebius of V e r c e l l i , i n I t a l y . So L i b e r i u s , f a r from being the 
only bishop i n the West decreeing the r e s t o r a t i o n of the f a l l e n , 
was, i n f a c t , not even i n the f o r e f r o n t of t h i s movement. I t 
would, t h e r e f o r e , not b e n e f i t the L u c i f e r i a n cause t o disparage 
L i b e r i u s since he played o n l y a secondary r o l e i n t h i s , and, i n 
any case, t o gain an advantage from t h i s mode of a t t a c k , they would 
also have had t o calumniate Athanasius, H i l a r y and Susebius of 
V e r c e l l i , and there i s no a u t h o r i t a t i v e evidence of t h i s . 
Notes. 
17. cf. B IV, 1. 
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But Chapman has another argument -by v/hich he seeks t o show 
t h a t the l e t t e r s "Pro", "Quia" and "Non" are f o r g e r i e s . He st a t e s 
t h a t t h e i r author has w r i t t e n them as a defence of "Studens" and 
t h a t he has d e l i b e r a t e l y reversed e v e r y t h i n g found i n the genuine 
l e t t e r s A V I I "Obsecro", B V I I , 2 "Quamvis" and BVII, 4 "Nolo" i n 
order t o do t h i s . H i l a r y has then adopted them i n t o h i s work 
1 ft 
simply t o show t h a t they are f o r g e r i e s . 
Now i t might be t r u e t h a t there i s a r e l a t i o n of t h i s k i n d 
between the two sets of l e t t e r s , but t o admit t h i s i s by no means 
to admit t h a t the second set i s thereby a f o r g e r y . The 
correspondence between the two sets could be explained by considera-
t i o n of the circumstances i n which they were w r i t t e n . I n both 
s e t s , Athanasius i s the c e n t r a l , dominating f i g u r e , e v e r y t h i n g . 
centres on him. This provides the s i m i l a r i t y between the two sets 
of l e t t e r s . The c o n t r a s t i s provided by the d i f f e r e n t a t t i t u d e s 
adopted by the author towards him, a t t i t u d e s q u i t e i n accordance 
w i t h the h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n . 
But even i f t h i s were not the case, i n order t o prove his 
theory Chapman v/ould s t i l l have t o demonstrate t h a t the dependence 
i s on the side of ."Pro", "Quia" and "Non". Glorieux, f o r instance, 
who i s no l e s s anxious to defend L i b e r i u s , takes the opposite view 
and places the dependence on "Obsecro", "Quamvis" and "Nolo"! 
Moreover, t o say t h a t "Pro", "Quia" and "Non" s t u d i o u s l y 
reverse "Obsecro", "Quamvis" and "Nolo" could be used e q u a l l y as 
w e l l / 
Notes. 
18. I t i s perhaps s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t Chapman does not attempt t o 
work out the r e l a t i o n of t h i s t o h i s theory of the L u c i f e r i a n 
a u t h o r s h i p ! 
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w e l l i n favour of t h e i r a u t h e n t i c i t y . I f such an act i s t o be 
presumed^ v/ho would be more l i k e l y t o do i t than L i b e r i u s himself 
i n order t o show t h a t he had now completely renounced h i s former 
a t t i t u d e towards Athanasius. 
• I f the l e t t e r s are t o be proved f o r g e r i e s , the proof must be 
based, not on the s u p e r f i c i a l comparison, such as Chapman has given, 
but on something more solid, something i n t r i n s i c a l l y at variance 
19 
w i t h the h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n . 
Chapman, then, makes out no case f o r the f o r g e r y ; h i s theory 
i s f u l l o f c o n t r a d i c t i o n s and r a i s e s more problems than i t solves. 
There i s s t i l l another group of those who r e j e c t a l l f o u r 
e x i l e l e t t e r s ' as forged; t h e i r most recent r e p r e s e n t a t i v e i s 
m • 20 ©lorieux . 
He repudiates the view t h a t "Studens"' and the other three 
e x i l e l e t t e r s are i n t e r p o l a t i o n s , whether L u c i f e r i a n or A r i a n ; he 
a 
declares t h a t i t would be too obvious^fraud t o t r y and introduce 
i n an already e x i s t i n g work, s o l i d l y compounded l i k e a l l H i l a r y ' s 
polemic works, f o u r such documents important both by t h e i r 
dimensions, and by t h e i r tenor. According t o Glorieux, i t i s 
H i l a r y h i m s e l f who has i n t r o d u c e d the L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s i n t o h i s 
work w i t h the sole purpose of showing them t o be f o r g e r i e s . He 
says i t would have been a f a u l t of method, of which H i l a r y could 
n o t / 
Notes. 
19. see l a t e r f o r Chapman on B I I I , 2 "Quid i n , h i s " . 
20. Melanges 'de Sciences Religieuses 1944. • 
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not p o s s i b l y be g u i l t y , t o intr o d u c e those l e t t e r s i n t o h i s work 
on the c o u n c i l of Ariminum, which was d i r e c t e d against Ursacius and 
Valens. I f they had been genuine, he would have passed them over, 
p r e f e r r i n g t o keep s i l e n t about them since they formed no i n t e g r a l 
p a r t of h i s vrork; indeed they would have broken the u n i t y by 
p u t t i n g Ursacius and Valens i n t o the background. Moreover, he 
continues, i t would have been bad t a c t i c s t o i n s e r t the e x i l e l e t t e r 
at t h i s time when H i l a r y and L i b e r i u s were working together to ' 
secure the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n of the bishops who had f a l l e n a t Ariminum; 
i t would have made t h i s p o l i c y of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n savour of l a x i t y . 
Since t h i s i s so, th e r e can be only one s o l u t i o n . H i l a r y has 
i n s e r t e d the l i b e r i u s dossier because he knew from a c e r t a i n source 
the apochryphal character of these l e t t e r s and he intended t o 
denounce them as such. The L i b e r i u s dossier becomes yet one more 
acQ-asation of the dishonourable ways of the Arians. 
Prom a l l t h i s i t i s evident t h a t the t h e s i s of Glorieux r e s t s 
on the s u p p o s i t i o n t h a t H i l a r y had included the L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s as 
f o r g e r i e s . But one must ask i f i t i s convincing t o say t h a t , 
although t h e r e - i s no evidence i n the l e t t e r s or n a r r a t i v e t e x t t o 
t h i s e f f e c t , yet t h i s i s only because the p a r t i n which t h i s was 
st a t e d has f a l l e n out of the c o l l e c t i o n ? To construct elaborate 
t h e o r i e s on such a basis i s sheer f o l l y . . There i s a b s o l u t e l y 
n o t h i n g i n the f o u r l e t t e r s which gives even the s l i g h t e s t h i n t 
t h a t H i l a r y had i n c l u d e d them i n h i s work t o show t h e i r 
apochryphal character; on the c o n t r a r y , f o r instance, the way i n 
which he introduces "Studens" shows t h a t he regards i t as a genuine 
l e t t e r of the Bishop of Rome. 
As/ • 
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As f o r the alleged f a u l t of method. The f a l l of the bishop 
of Rome would be considered as a great blow t o the orthodox cause, 
c o n t r i b u t i n g g r e a t l y t o the shameful collapse at Ariminum. I t was 
f i t t i n g ' , t h e r e f o r e , t h a t H i l a r y , i n g i v i n g a h i s t o r y of the council 
of Ariminum and the events l e a d i n g t h e r e t o , should give i n f o r m a t i o n 
about t h i s f a l l , no matter how awkward i t may have been at t h a t 
p a r t i c u l a r t i m e ; not t o have done so would have been a breach of 
h i s t o r i c a l method. Viewed i n t h i s l i g h t , the e x i l e l e t t e r s of 
L i b e r i u s form an i n t e g r a l p a r t of h i s work, f u l l y i n keeping w i t h 
his' aim and purpose. 
Then w i t h regard t o the all e g e d e r r o r i n t a c t i c s . Even i f 
t h i s were so, we have seen t h a t H i l a r y would s t i l l f e e l himself 
bound t o i n c l u d e the -Liberius dossier. I f the f a c t s were genuine, 
i t would have been dangerous t o omit them, from the p o i n t of view 
not only of h i s case but also of h i s own p r e s t i g e as a h i s t o r i a n ; 
he would have been accused of t r y i n g t o conceal the f a c t s by t h i s 
omission. But was i t r e a l l y an e r r o r i n t a c t i c s ? I t i s asserted 
t h a t at t h a t p a r t i c u l a r time H i l a r y and L i b e r i u s v/ere working to 
secure the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n of the lapsed bishops. What b e t t e r 
advertisement could there be f o r t h i s p o l i c y than the example of 
H i l a r y , the steadfast confessor,and L i b e r i u s , the f a l l e n but now 
r e s t o r e d bishop, working together i n harmony. Here v/as an example 
i n p r a c t i c e of the p o l i c y f o r which they were s t r i v i n g . Surely 
t h i s was no e r r o r i n t a c t i c s ? 
So Glorieux i s no more convincing than the others. 
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These three accounts cover most of the p o i n t s r a i s e d by those 
21 
who contest the a u t h e n t i c i t y of t h e . e x i l e l e t t e r s . Wilmart , 
under the i n f l u e n c e of I>uchesne, modifies the view he had p r e v i o u s l y 
propounded i n Rev. Ben.1907, r e j e c t i n g a l l f o u r l e t t e r s , but 
reaches no d e f i n i t e conclusion. 
We pass now t o the second group, those who have doubts concern-
i n g "Studens" but accept the other three e x i l e l e t t e r s as genuine. 
This group has no g r e a t f o l l o w i n g today because (1) of the proofs 
given of the k i n s h i p of the f o u r l e t t e r s i n thought, speech and 
s t y l e and (2) of the removal of the h i s t o r i c a l o b j e c t i o n s t o 
"Studens"/ 
Notes. 
21. Rev.- Ben. 1908. 
22. cf. (1) "Studens": l i t t e r a s de nomine A t h a n a s i i , de nomine 
s u p r a d i c t i A t h a n a s i i . "Pro": l i t t e r a s adaeque super nomine eius. 
"Quia": de nomine i p s i u s l i t t e r a s . "Non": a nomine A t h a n a s i i , 
l i t t e r a s desuper nomine eius. (2) "Studens": quod.-sciret se 
alienum esse ab ecclesiae Romanae communione; s c i a t i s . . 
Athanasium alienum esse a communione mea sive ecclesiae Romanae, 
"Pro": dico me cum omnibus vobis et cum u n i v e r s i s episcopis 
Orientalibus..pacem et unanimitatem habere. "Quia": me autem 
•cum omnibus .vobis episcopis ecclesiae catholicae pacem habere., 
s c i r e d e b e t i s ; scire..volo..pacem me et communionem ec c l e s i a s -
t i c a m cum i p s i s habere. "Non": cum omnibus episcopis 
O r i e n t a l i b u s pacem habemus. (3) "Studens": quod..sciret se-
alienum esse ab ecclesiae Romanae communione; s c i a t i s . . 
Athanasium alien-ora esse a communione mea sive ecclesiae 
Romanae. "Pro": amoto Athanasio a communione omnium nostrum. 
"Quia": ab ecclesiae Romanae communione est separatus; u t 
s c i r e t . , (ab) A t h a n a s i i communione me' esse separatum. "Non": 
(4)"Studens": Studens paci et concordiae; ad unanimitatem 
nostram. "Pro": dico me..pacem et unanima-tatem habere. "Quia": 
pro bono pacis et concordiae, bono pacis et concordiae, a pace 
et Concordia. "Non": de unanimitate n o s t r a et pace. (5) 
"Studens": -,"Pro": quando deo p l a c u i t . "Quia": volente deo. 
"Non": deo v o l e n t e . (6) "Studens": nomen l u l i i bonae memoriae 
e p i s c o p i . "Pro": bonae memoriae l u l i u s episcopus. "Quia": - « 
"Non": (7) "Studens": -."Pro": l i t t e r a s . .per* f r a t r e m nostrum 
Portunatianum dedi perferendas ad imperatorem Constantium. 
"Quia": f r a t r e m Portunatianizm p e t i i , u t l i t t e r a s meas ad 
clementissimum imperatorem Augustum perferat."Non": -. 
(8) "Studens" ' - 1 ' ^ ^ ° " ' ^ i g ^ e m i n i . . elaboralre quatenus..ad sedem, 
^t^i-S-t m i k i d i v i n i t u s c r e d i t a est, r e v e r t a r . "Quia": ( u t ) me ad 
ecclesiam mifei d i v i n i t u s t r a d i t a m iubeat reYertij;^"Non": - • 
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"Studens".- Those who have supported i t include Baronius ,Coustant 
25 
and Duchesne . 
I n t e r p r e t i n g "Studens" as having been v / r i t t e n at the beginning of 
L i b e r i u s ' episcoDate, they found d i f f i c u l t y i n r e l a t i n g the events 
26 
mentioned t h e r e i n t o the h i s t o r i c a l f a c t s elsewhere a t t e s t e d 
I n h i s " H i s t o r y of the Church"2'^, Duchesne had stated t h a t the 
l e t t e r "Studens" was the work of a f o r g e r while he reserved h i s 
judgment, on the other t h r e e . However, the common t r a i t s brought 
out by S a l t e f ^ " caused Duchesne to. study the question more c l o s e l y 
and t o ask i f the l e t t e r "Studens" must r e a l l y be separated from 
the others. I n t h i s way he came t o a new h i s t o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
of "Studens", one g i v i n g a s a t i s f a c t o r y explanation of the objection; 
f o r m e r l y r a i s e d , and hence concluded t h a t , l i k e the other t h r e e , 
"Studens" i s a genuine l e t t e r of L i b e r i u s . About the same time and 
• 29 
q u i t e independently Schiktanz had reached the same conclusion. 
So f i n a l l y , we come t o those who accept a l l f o u r l e t t e r s as 
genuine. The c h i e f advocates of t h i s theory are Duchesne"^*^, 
Schiktanz^- and Peder^^. 
Notes. 
23. ad ann.352 and 357. 
24. Spp. Rom. Pont. Appendix p.95 (Paris 1721) and i n h i s 
Commentary on the documents i n P.L. X. 
25. p r i o r t o 1908. 
26. We have already seen t h a t Chapman suggested two f o r g e r s , one 
of "Studens", the other of the three other e x i l e l e t t e r s . 
27. I I , p.254 n . 2 . 
28. B u l l . L i t t . Eccles. 1907 p.280sq. 
29. Die H i l a r i u s - Fragmente. 
30. i n Melanges d' Archeologie et d'Histoire(I9O8) p.31 -78. 
31. Ic. ' 
32. Studien I . 
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Duchesne f i n d s n o t h i n g i n "Pro", "Quia" and "NonHo suggest 
t h a t they are f o r g e r i e s . His main object i s t o defend "Studens" 
which he f i n d s c l o s e l y l i n k e d i n s t y l e and thought w i t h the other 
t h r e e . He admits t h a t the l e t t e r ' "Studens" does not'make sense 
i f one t r i e s t o understand i t as having been w r i t t e n i n 352. I t 
vfould have been the g r e a t e s t a b s u r d i t y f o r a contemporary (and i t 
would be a contemporary, even i f i t was a f o r g e r , who had composed 
the l e t t e r ) t o put forward the idea t h a t L i b e r i u s had broken 
communion w i t h Athanasius a t the beginning of h i s episcopate when 
a l l knew t h a t he had i n f a c t suppairted him rigfet up t o the time of 
h i s e x i l e . So Duchesne declares t h a t i t i s not of the year 352 t h a t 
the r e d a c t o r t h i n k s but -rather of 357, the year when the rupture 
was a c t u a l l y produced. Wearied by e x i l e , L i b e r i u s has been induced 
t o change h i s former a t t i t u d e towards Athanasius. Now, to niake 
the t r a n s i t i o n appear as s l i g h t as p o s s i b l e , L i b e r i u s has l i n k e d 
the r u p t u r e of 357 w i t h events t a k i n g place a t the beginning of 
h i s episcopate and avoided speaking of what has happened i n the 
i n t e r v a l . Schiktanz and Feder give a s i m i l a r explanation. 
As Duchesne admits, the a r t i f i c e i s gross and L i b e r i u s must 
have had v e r y l i t t l e hope of success, but, i n the circumstances, 
i t i s not impossible. That i s the m e r i t of Duchesne's theory. 
Whereas i t i s inconceivable t h a t any f o r g e r would ever t r y t o 
represent L i b e r i u s as having been i n 357 f o r approximately f o u r 
years out o f communion w i t h Athanasius, and i n communion w i t h the 
Easterns - such a t h e o r y might have had some success i n the case 
of a l i t t l e - k n o w n bishop but not i n the case of one i n the midstream 
of the controversy as the bishop of Rome; JWV, as we have seen, 
was/ 
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was Chapman's suggestion t h a t i t was produced j u s t a f t e r the synod 
of M i l a n any the more conceivable - i t i s j u s t possible t h a t 
L i b e r i u s himself, and he alone, could have attempted t h i s p r e t e r -
mission. 
I t i s not f u l l y understandable VYhy L i b e r i u s should have 
r e s o r t e d t o such a puny a r t i f i c e . He must have knov/n t h a t t h i s 
l e t t e r had scant hopes of a f a w u r a b l e r e c e p t i o n . Most probably 
he had r e c o n c i l e d h i m s e l f beforehand t o i t s f a i l u r e and issued i t 
merely' as a f e e l e r t o t e s t p u b l i c opinion. A f t e r a l l , he must 
have t o l d h i m s e l f , t h e bishops t o whom I am TOiting w i l l be only 
too pleased t o f o r g e t about my past defence of Athanasius and only 
too eager t o grasp the f a c t t h a t , whether i n 352 or 357, I have 
a c t u a l l y condemned Athanasius^'^ 
Notes. 
33. T i l l e m o n t (Mem.I, (1699) 357, V I I I (1702) 695sq) suggests 
t h a t L i b e r i u s wrote "Studens" at the beginning of h i s 
episcopate as answer t o the Easterns but f i r s t published i t 
o n l y l a t e r when i n e x i l e . The evidence given i n A V I I , 
however, c o n t r a d i c t s t h i s opinion. 
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As i n t e r p r e t e d by Duchesne, the i n f o r m a t i o n given i n the e x i l e 
l e t t e r s of Liberius. corresponds w i t h t h a t g i v e n by other w r i t e r s of 
the same p e r i o d . vfe have already seen t h a t the most l i k e l y date • 
f o r the composition o f these l e t t e r s i s sometime i n the f i r s t h a l f 
of 357"^^. This f i n d s f u r t h e r c o n f i r m a t i o n i n Athanasius who 
w r i t e s t h a t L i b e r i u s y i e l d e d a f t e r two years and subscribed from 
36 
f e a r of death. Against t h i s testimony i t has been contested 
t h a t the " H i s t o r i a Arianorum" was w r i t t e n when Leontius Castratus 
of A n t i o c h was s t i l l a l i v e and t h e r e f o r e before the weakness of 
L i b e r i u s , which would make t h i s passage a l a t e r a d d i t i o n . But 
even so, i t does not f o l l o v ; t h a t t h i s a d d i t i o n i s spurious and not 
sE^itoBi-f rom Athanasius himself; i t has every appearance of being 
a genuine p a r t of the work of Athanasius^'''. Moreover, i n h i s 
Apol. c. Ar.89, Athanasius s t a t e s t h a t even i f he d i d not endure 
the m i series of e x i l e t o the end, s t i l l L i b e r i u s remained two years 
i n banishment. I t has been objected t h a t these words, too, are 
3 8 
an a d d i t i o n t o the t e x t i n i t s f i r s t form . But again, even i f 
t h i s / 
Notes. 
34. cf. the mention of Potamius and E p i c t e t u s i n B i l l , 2; L i b e r i u s ' 
s i g n a t u r e of the f i r s t Sirmian creed of 351; Constantius' 
knowledge i n May 357 of a change of mind on the p a r t o f 
L i b e r i u s . 
35. Hist..Ar.41. 
36. eg. by S t i l t i n g Acta SS. VIl,601sq. Reinerding "Beitrage zur 
Honorius and L i b e r i u s f r a g e (1865)p.34sq). 
37. The " H i s t o r i a " was w r i t t e n by Athanasius before the f a l l of 
L i b e r i u s and sent t o the monks to whom i t was addressed, but 
the author received h i s manuscript back again. He t e l l s us 
t h i s i n the t h i r d chapter of the l e t t e r p r e f i x e d t o the work. 
Then, l a t e r , Serapion of Thmuis v/rote asking him t o give an 
account of the A r i a n heresy, of his own v/elfare, and of the 
death of A r i u s . To do t h i s Athanasius sent him the " H i s t o r i a 
Arianorum" and the "De Morte A r i i " . I n the i n t e r v a l between 
the o r i g i n a l composition and i t s despatch t o Serapion must 
have occurred the weakness of Liberius,which prompted Athanasiij 
to make t h i s a d d i t i o n . n • J 
38. cf. S t i l t i n g L.c. f/r.er.'os.us 
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t h i s were so, there i s no reason t o doubt t k e i r a u t h e n t i c i t y as a 
39 
genuine p a r t . o f Athanasius' v/ork . This c o n f i r m a t i o n i s a l l the 
more important coming as i t does from the one person above a l l 
other Nicene champions who had most i n t e r e s t i n d i s t i n g u i s h i n g time 
from f a l s e , f a c t s from rumours and f o r g e r i e s . 
Then, i n h i s c.Const. 11 ( w r i t t e n at the end of 359), H i l a r y 
w r i t e s t h a t he d i d not know which was the greater presumption on 
the p a r t of the Emperor, the banishment of L i b e r i u s or h i s r e c a l l 
t o Rome. Now Reinerding^*^, Zaccaria^"^, and Savio^^ take t h i s t o 
mean t h a t Constantius had annoyed the bishop of Rome upon hi s 
r e t u r n i n v a r i o u s ways or t o r e f e r t o the p a i n f u l s i t u a t i o n i n 
having two bishops, L i b e r i u s and F e l i x , i n Rome. 
I n answer t o t h i s , i t must be confessed t h a t H i l a r y does not 
e x p l i c i t l y say t h a t i t r e f e r s t o a f a l l on the p a r t of L i b e r i u s , 
but he does i n t i m a t e t h a t the r e c a l l of L i b e r i u s was not a l t o g e t h e r 
v o i d of blame, t h a t the r e t u r n has been granted only on concessions, 
and the emphatic words p o i n t t o a well-known f a c t - such as the f a l l . 
43 
. Again, i t has sometimes been asserted t h a t the omission of 
L i b e r i u s ' name among the great confessor-bishops i n Hil.c.Const. 2 
s i g n i f i e s o n l y t h a t L i b e r i u s was not e x i l e d i n 355. But i t has 
been a l r e a d y seen"^^ t h a t he was e x i l e d soon a f t e r the c o u n c i l of 
Milan 355 because ( l ) Theodoret^^ makes L i b e r i u s ' i n t e r v i e w w i t h 
t h e / 
Notes. 
39. This "apologia^ i s a c o l l e c t i o n of pieces which Athanasius put 
tog e t h e r c.350 but which he enlarged and supplemented as time 
went on. 
40. L.c.p.29. 
41. D i s s e r t , de Commentitio L i b e r i i Lapsu. 
42. Nuovi S t u d i p.57-58. 
43. e.g. Z e i l l i e r . La Question du Pape Libere p.29sq. Savio"Nuovi 
S t u d i " p . 4 i a q . " p u n t i Controversi"p.63sq. 44. cf. B V I I , 2. 5 I I , 15sq!
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the Emperor's ambassador, Eusebius, and then w i t h the Emperor himseli 
f o l l o w c l o s e l y upon the happenings at the c o u n c i l of Milan; (2) i t 
i s known t h a t a t the conclusion of the Milan synod Constantius sent 
n o t a r i e s and o f f i c e r s i n t o the provinces to secure c o n f i r m a t i o n of 
i t s decrees by the bishops; he would n a t u r a l l y be very anxious t o 
secure the signature of the Roman bishop and so the journey of the 
eunuch Eusebius to Rome must be placed very soon a f t e r the c o u n c i l ; 
(3) as the Emperor r e t u r n e d t o Milan at the end of June or the 
beginning of J u l y , a f t e r h i s Alamanni campaign, the a r r i v a l of 
L i b e r i u s i n M i l a n and h i s conversation there w i t h the Emperor must 
46 
have taken place i n the course of J u l y . So the most l i k e l y date 
f o r the beginning of the e x i l e seems t o be August 355. . This i s 
supported by the evidence of the Preface t o the L i b e l l u s precum" o f 
Faustinus and Marcellinus^'^ where i t i s s a i d t h a t the sojourn of 
Constantius a t Rome d u r i n g May 357 took place two years a f t e r the 
48 
beginning of L i b e r i u s ' e x i l e . S u l p i c i u s Severus , too, places i t 
i n the consulship of A r b i t i o and L o l l i a n u s i . e . i n 355. 
So c l o s e l y i s the e x i l e of L i b e r i u s l i n k e d i n time and cause 
w i t h t h a t o f the other bishops mentioned i n c. Coioist. 2 t h a t H i l a r y 
could not have excluded him except f o r a sp e c i a l reason,viz: t h a t 
he had not "endured to the end the r i g o u r s of e x i l e " . 
As noted p r e v i o u s l y , the Preface t o the " L i b e l l u s precum" 
a t t e s t s t h a t Constantius came t o Rome two years a f t e r the e x i l e of 
L i b e r i u s and knew at t h a t time about h i s f a l l . I t also places h i s 
r e t u r n i n 357/8. 
NoteS'. 
46. Amm. Marc. 15, 4. 
47. 3' C.S.KL. 35, 2. 
48. Chron. I I , 39. 
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49 
Jerome continues the c o n f i r m a t i o n both i n his. Chronicle Q^^^ 
i n h i s De V i r . 111.97, He r e l a t e s t h a t P o r t u n a t i a n f i r s t s o l i c i t e d 
50 
L i b e r i u s as he was going i n t o e x i l e and t h a t the l a t t e r eventuallv 
gave way and signed a h e r e t i c a l formula. S t i l t i n g ^ - ' - , Palma^^, 
53 ^A. 
Reinerding . and Chapman are u n w i l l i n g t o give any a u t h o r i t y t o 
Jerome's words, but t h i s a t t i t u d e can not be j u s t i f i e d . I t may 
be t r u e t h a t Jerome o f t e n goes astr a y on chronology but i t i s q u i t e 
a d i f f e r e n t t h i n g w i t h regard t o h i s testimony on h i s t o r i c a l f a c t s , 
and e s p e c i a l l y , these p a r t i c u l a r ones because he would have a 
s p e c i a l i n t e r e s t i n them. As a young student, he had been i n 
Rome i n 358 and t h e r e f o r e i n a p o s i t i o n t o discover a t f i r s t - h a n d •..) 
what had a c t u a l l y taken place w i t h r e g a r d t o L i b e r i u s . Moreover, 
c.370-373, Jerome had l i v e d a t A q u i l e i a under V a l e r i a n , the 
successor of P o r t u n a t i a n ; he would t h e r e f o r e be able to f i n d out 
about the r e l a t i o n s of P o r t u n a t i a n v/ith L i b e r i u s and v e r i f y the 
former's share i n the f a l l of the bishop of Rome. 
These f a c t s , then, give Jerome's testimony a l l the more value. 
55 
Rufinus t e s t i f i e s t h a t he has heard a rruaour about L i b e r i u s 
g i v i n g way before the Emperor i n order t o secure h i s r e t u r n t o 
Rome, but he w i l l not vouch f o r i t s a u t h e n t i c i t y . 
The A r i a n h i s t o r i a n P h i l o s t o r g i u s ^ ^ asserts t h a t , at a synod 
of Sirmi-um, L i b e r i u s signed a formula which suppressed the 
"homoousios"/ 
Notes. 
49. ed. Schonell, 194. 
50. Jerome does NOT say t h a t L i b e r i u s was won over straightway 
by Portunation's s o l i c i t a t i o n s . 
51. Acta SS-. V I . ^ 05sq. 
52. P r a e l e c t i o n e s H i s t . Eccles. I , i i (1838) p.94sq. 
53. L. c. p.38sq. 
54. Rev.Ben. 1910 p.203. 
55. H.E. I j 27' 56. H.E. IV,3^' -
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"homoousios"' and subscribed a condemnation of Athanasius. 
I n the f i f t h century, Sozomen^'^ states t h a t , o n the request of 
a V/estern l e g a t i o n , Constantius summoned L i b e r i u s from Beroea to 
Sirmium and the r e L i b e r i u s was induced to sig n a creed which omitted 
the "homoousios" and u n i t e d the decrees of Sirmium 351 w i t h the 
creed of the Dedication c o u n c i l of Antioch 341. 
I n t o t h i s h i s t o r i c a l framework f i t r e a d i l y the f o u r e x i l e 
l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s , as preserved i n H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n , v/ith t h e i r 
i n f o r m a t i o n about the weakness of L i b e r i u s i n e x i l e , his condemna-
t i o n of Athanasius and signature of the Sirmian formula. 
I t might have been thought t h a t i n view of so large and 
a u t h o r i t a t i v e a body of evidence, no one would have dared t o doubt 
t h i s f a l l of L i b e r i u s , and indeed u n t i l the s i x t e e n t h century i t 
58 
was accepted as one of the i n d i s p u t a b l e f a c t s of Church H i s t o r y . 
Only when the Roman Church became more s e n s i t i v e about the reputa-
t i o n s of the e a r l y popes, was i t found necessary t o attempt to 
remove the s t a i n which attached i t s e l f t o the name of L i b e r i u s . 
As we have seen, i t was suggested t h a t the passages deal i n g w i t h 
L i b e r i u s i n the works of Athanasius were i n t e r p o l a t i o n s , t h a t the 
e x i l e l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s i n H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n shomld be r e j e c t e d 
on/ 
Notes. 
57. H.E. IV, 15. 
58. c f . t h e "Liber p o n t i f i c a l i s " , the "Gesta L i b e r i i " , the 
Martyrologie.s o f Bede (19 K a l . Sept.) and Ado (14 Aug), 
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59 on grounds of s t y l e . , and t o the p o s i t i v e testimonies and d e f i n i t e 
a f f i r m a t i o n s of Athanasius, Jerome and the others was opposed the 
d u b i e t y of Rufinus and the s i l e n c e of S u l p i c i u s Severus, Socrates 
and Theodoret. I t i s obvious t h a t l i t t l e credence can be given t o 
those who commit such an open and' inexcusable breach of h i s t o r i c a l 
method i n l a r g e l y p r e f e r r i n g l a t e r authors w i t h t h e i r incomplete 
and d e f e c t i v e compilations t o the c l e a r testimony "of contemporaries 
l i k e Athanasius and Jerome. 
P i n a l l y , the g l a d welcome which L i b e r i u s recei'v^ed on h i s r e t u r n 
from e x i l e and the respect i n which he v/as held by several of h i s 
60 There i s c l e r i c s i s not incompatible w i t h t h i s f a l l i n e x i l e , ..^  the cTase 
of Vincent of Capua, of whose f a l l there i s no doubt and who, never-
t h e l e s s , a few years l a t e r a t t a i n e d a p o s i t i o n of high respect 
Several reasons may be given t o account f o r t h i s : - : (1) even by the 
time of t h e c o u n c i l of Ariminum, the question concerning Athanasius 
h a d , f a l l e n completely i n t o the background of the controversy and was 
soon f o r g o t t e n ; (2) the i m p e r i a l i n t r u d e r , F e l i x , had never been 
able/ 
Notes. 
59. Le Page Renouf (The Condemnation of Pope Honorius p.44) i s 
undoubtedly r i g h t i n a s s e r t i n g t h a t the question of s t y l e i s 
q u i t e out of place here because there i s no evidence t o show 
t h a t the a c t u a l composition of the l e t t e r s i s to be a t t r i b u t e d 
t o L i b e r i u s himself»cf, Duchesne's argument(L.c.p.52sq.) i n 
f a v o u r of F b r t u n a t i a n being the a c t u a l author i . e . a c t i n g as 
the s e c r e t ary of L i b e r i u s . But even i f we were to admit 
d i f f e r e n c e s between the l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s w r i t t e n before his 
e x i l e and those w r i t t e n d u r i n g i t (which i s by no means c e r t a i n 
cf. Peder Stud.I p . l 7 5 s q ) , the s t r a i g h t e n e d circumstances and 
s u f f e r i n g s of e x i l e e a s i l y account f o r any a r i d i t y of thought 
or l e s s d i g n i f i e d speech which ia3,y be found i n the e x i l e 
l e t t e r s i n c o n t r a s t t o the p r e r e x i l i c ones. 
60. cf.Amm. Marc. 15, 7_^  Soz. H.E. IV,15. Lib.prec.35, 2. Jer. 
Chron. ed Schone l i , 194. S i r i c i u s Ep. ad Himerium Tarraconen-
sem. 
61. c f , the p r a i s e bestowed upon him by Damasus i n h i s l e t t e r t o 
the I l l y r i a n bishops,Theod.II, 22. 
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able t o command any. great support i n Rome and w i t h h i s death i n 
365 the r e b e l s among the Roman c l e r g y would be only too pleased t o 
become reconciled, w i t h L i b e r i u s ; (3) the p o l i c y of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n 
advocated by the Council of Alexandria also shows t h a t the m a j o r i t y 
of the orthodox were prepared t o r f o r g e t the past i n order to regain 
t h e i r former supporters and close t h e i r ranks i n face of the Arian 
pressure. 
62 
To sum up, wh i l e i t i s probably t r u e , as Peder asserts, t h a t 
no compelling or w a t e r t i g h t p r o o f can be given of the a u t h e n t i c i t y 
of the e x i l e l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s , as preserved i n H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c -
t i o n , the f o r g e r y t h e o r i e s so f a r expounded ^undoubtedly r a i s e more 
problems than-they solve. 
There i s no doubt t h a t i n the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of B I I I , 1 l i e s 
the crux of the problem. From what i s known elsev/here of 
L i b e r i u s ' a t t i t u d e towards Athanasius p r i o r t o his e x i l e i t i s 
obvious t h a t i t s composition can not be placed e i t h e r at the 
beginning of h i s episcopate or i n the i n t e r v e n i n g years up t o 355; 
not even the most f o o l i s h of f o r g e r s would have attempted t o 
e s t a b l i s h t h i s . I t can only have been w r i t t e n about the same time 
as the other e x i l e l e t t e r s v/ith which, i t i s r e l a t e d i n s t y l e , 
purpose and su b j e c t . I t i s noteworthy, too, t h a t , while mentioning 
the t h r e a t t o condemn Athanasius given at an e a r l y stage i n his 
episcopate, L i b e r i u s does not e x p l i c i t l y c l a i m i n B I I I , 1 t h a t i t 
was.ever c a r r i e d out at t h a t p a r t i c u l a r time. Rather i s the 
a c t u a l execution of the t h r e a t associated, not w i t h the sending of 
t h a t / 
Notes. 
62. Stud. I p.162. 
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t h a t embassy t o Athanasius, but w i t h the a r r i v a l of the second 
l e t t e r of the Easterns; and indeed i t i s through t h i s . t h r e a t and 
i t s execution t h a t L i b e r i u s bridges the gap and i s enabled t o make 
the t r a n s i t i o n between the events of 352 and those of 3-57' 
Thus i n t e r p r e t e d , B I I J , 1 f i t s i n t o the s i t u a t i o n depicted i n 
the other e x i l e l e t t e r s , and a l l f i n d t h e i r c o n f i r m a t i o n i n the 
other contemporary sources. 
On the other hand, those who would deny the a u t h e n t i c i t y of 
63 
these l e t t e r s , can give no weighty reason f o r the a c t u a l f o r g e r y ; 
i n t h e i r a n x i e t y t o c l e a r the name of l i b e r i u s , they are l e d i n t o 
64-
every k i n d of c o n t r a d i c t i o n and indeed tend t o cancel each other 
out^5^ .; 
To the unbiased reader only one conclusion i s possible': the 
l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s , preserved i n the c o l l e c t i o n of H i l a r y , are .' 
undoubtedly.authentic. 
I t might be u s e f u l t o add a note on the n a r r a t i v e t e x t B I I I , 
2 and Chapman's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of i t ^ ^ . 
Chapman i n t e r p r e t s i t thus: - " A f t e r g i v i n g the l e t t e r "Studens" 
i n f u l l , which he regards as a f o r g e r y , H i l a r y describes i t 
s a r c a s t i c a l l y / 
Notes. 
63. c f , S a l t e t . E i t h e r i n h i s eagerness t o provide a reason or 
conscious of the weakness of his arguments, he a c t u a l l y t r i e s 
t o give three s o l u t i o n s , an Ari a n , a L u c i f e r i a n , and a 
P e l i c i a n , ' but never commits himself t o any.' 
64. of. the t h e o r i e s of S a l t e t and Chapman. 
65. e.g. the Savio-Chapman t h e o r i e s , and the Glorieux - S a l t e t 
t h e o r i e s are m u t u a l l y d e s t r u c t i v e . 
66. i n Rev. Ben.1910 p.28sq.. 
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s a r c a s t i c a l l y as a "holy and God-fearing e p i s t l e indeed" but says 
t h a t you w i l l see.in the acts of the c o u n c i l of Iriminum t h a t i t 
d i d not impose upon Potamius and E p i c t e t u s - i t was too obviously 
untrue - though they were anxious t o condemn L i b e r i u s ( i . e . they 
were c l a i m i n g t h a t the Roman bishop was on t h e i r s ide, while they 
t r i e d t o i n v e i g l e the bishops i n t o agreement). Port u n a t i a n sent 
i t t o v a r i o u s bishops (as an excuse f o r h i s own f a l l , or perhaps 
because he was accused of l e a d i n g L i b e r i u s i n t o errof, and he wished 
t o show t h a t at an e a r l i e r p e r i o d f o r a short time the Pope had 
deserted Athanasius and j o i n e d the Eastern p a r t y ) but he got no 
advantage. The remainder of the note f o l l o w s l o g i c a l l y and 
n a t u r a l l y . F o r t u n a t i a n had f o r g e d the l e t t e r i n h i s own i n t e r e s t 
but he got no good from i t f o r no one b e l i e v e d him; on the 
c o n t r a r y he burdened himself, he i m p e r i l l e d himself f o r the l e t t e r 
of the O r i e n t a l s t o Pope J u l i u s , which he mentions, i s not supposed 
by H i l a r y t o be some unknown l e t t e r of the year 352 but he 
i d e n t i f i e s i t w i t h the l e t t e r o f the Eusebians of 340; the 
acousations contained i n t h a t l e t t e r v/ere r e j e c t e d by the c o u n c i l 
of Sardica and by i g n o r i n g t h a t c o u n c i l , F o r t i m a t i a n had condemned 
himself as a f o r g e r f o r L i b e r i u s could not have ignored i t . 
F u r t h e r , j u s t as the l e t t e r of the Susebians to' J u l i u s was followed 
and r e f u t e d by a l e t t e r from an Egyptian c o u n c i l , so was the l e t t e r 
t o L i b e r i u s r e f u t e d by a s i m i l a r l e t t e r " . So f a r Chapman. 
But t h a t he was not e n t i r e l y s a t i s f i e d w i t h h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s 
shown i n Rev. Ben. 1910 p.202sq.. where he attempts t o give another 
e x p l a n a t i o n . This time he asserts t h a t the reference contained 
i n the mention of the c o u n c i l of Ariminum must be t o some l e t t e r 
Presumably/ 
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presumably of the orthodox at the c o u n c i l , now l o s t , but o r i g i n a l l y 
contained i n H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n of documents about the c o u n c i l . 
I t vfill have been a complaint or accusation w i t h regard t o Potamius 
and E p i c t e t u s . The n a t u r a l t h i n g t o say of them i f t h e i r character 
was t o be taken away i n order t o d i s c r e d i t t h e i r a c t ions, was t h a t 
they had r e j o i c e d i n condemning the bishop of Rome t o e x i l e and 
the venerable Hosius t o ' t o r t u r e . j H i l a r y has understood some such 
phrase as though both crimes were a t t r i b u t e d t o both bishops, and 
he says t h a t Pqtamius and S p i c t e t u s were described i n some document 
of the c o u n c i l of Ariminum as r e j o i c i n g i n the condemnation of 
L i b e r i u s to e x i l e ; "but Potamius and E p i c t e t u s when they were 
condemning the Pope w i t h glee (as the c o u n c i l of Ariminum says of 
them) would not accept the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the l e t t e r " , f o r they 
would not have wanted t o condemn him i f they d i d accept i t . 
Now w i t h regard t o Chapman's f i r s t theory: - even g r a n t i n g 
t h a t H i l a r y i n t roduced "Studens" as a f o r g e r y (which assumption 
has been already r e j e c t e d ) , there are s t i l l many d i f f i c u l t i e s i n 
Chapman's r e c o n s t r u c t i o n . For instance, i f the f o r g e r ' s work 
d i d not even impose on Potamius and E p i c t e t u s , two r a b i d Arians, 
then whom could the f o r g e r have hoped t o convince? I f we are t o 
assume the f o r g e r theory, then i t must also be assumed t h a t i t was 
w r i t t e n as a support t o the opponents of the orthodox; but i f even 
extreme Arians could not accept i t as a POSSIBLE l e t t e r of L i b e r i u s , 
i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o understand why i t shouOid ever have been, produced 
a t a l l . 
Nor does the second p a r t f o l l o w so l o g i c a l l y and n a t u r a l l y as 
Chapman would have us suppose, f o r i t i s L i b e r i u s , and not 
P o r t u n a t i a n / 
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67 F o r t u n a t i a n , who i s intended i n t h i s p a r t 
Chapman's second theory f a r e s even worse f o r i t i s based upon 
pure conjecture. There i s no evidence t h a t both Potamius and 
E p i c t e t u s were concerned i n the condemnation of L i b e r i u s . :. We do 
know t h a t E p i c t e t u s was one of the i n s t i g a t o r s of h i s e x i l e but 
there i s n o t h i n g to shov/ t h a t Potamius was concerned i n the events 
at Milan i n 355. He comes i n t o prominence only l a t e r at the 
Sirmian c o u n c i l of August 357. Nor does the f a c t t h a t "they were 
u n w i l l i n g t o hear thes^. -things" imply t h a t they doubted the authen-
t i c i t y of the l e t t e r . 
A more s a t i s f a c t o r y e x p l a n a t i o n would seem to be: - The 
N a r r a t i v e t e x t opens w i t h an inonica,l exclamation which i n d i c a t e s 
the'/way i n which the preceding l e t t e r was received. Then the 
reason t h a t L i b e r i u s ' l e t t e r d i d not f i n d any favour e i t h e r w i t h 
Potami'us and E p i c t e t u s or w i t h the other bishops t o whom Fortunatian 
sent i t , was probably t h a t t h i s concession on the p a r t of L i b e r i u s 
was not now s u f f i c i e n t and t h a t these bishops at t h i s time were-
c o n c e n t r a t i n g , not on Athanasius, but on preparations f o r the 
Sirmian c o u n c i l to be held i n August 357. 
The ending i s a conclusion on the l e t t e r "Studens" i t s e l f and 
the f i r s t ' p a r t of the n a r r a t i v e t e x t . The w r i t e r s t a t e s t h a t a 
l e t t e r had come from Egypt vmrning l i b e r i u s t h a t so long as the 
a u t h o r i t y of the c o u n c i l of Sardica remained f i r m , he would only 
embarrass and i m p e r i l h i m s e l f by, breaking o f f communion w i t h 
Athanasius. ' • The rdader i s l e f t t o add the f i n a l conclusion "And 
t h i s i s indeed j u s t what has happened!" 
Notes. 
67. The i m p l i e d subject of "decerperet" i s L i b e r i u s , not 
F o r t u n a t i a n . 
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OONCLUSION 
Because o f the confusion which e x i s t s among the documents i n 
the C o l l e c t i o n , there has been much speculation as t o the o r i g i n a l 
form of H i l a r y ' s work. 
Because the c o l l e c t i o n i s now d i v i d e d i n t o two ^roaps, Da Pin"*" 
asserts t h a t ' the fragments are a s e l e c t i o n of many pieces inaae by 
an unknown author from two books of H i l a r y and from some passages ^  
2 
• o f h i s other works. A.Viehhauser suggests t h a t the fra^-nents are 
only p r e l i m i n a r y m a t e r i a l f o r a work on the sjmods of Ariminuin and 
Seleucia because among the i n d i v i d u a l fragments there are only a 
few small remarks of the author extant and not the s l i g h t e s t i n d i c a -
' t i o n o f a. conclusion; and t h a t , since B VI can not have been 
w r i t t e n before 367 and H i l a r y died i n t h a t year, the compilation of 
the work has been hindered through the death of the author. Li^ -ce 
Viehhauser, M. Schanz3 holds t h a t . t h e fragments are.not excerpts 
from a completed work of H i l a r y , because no clear p r i n c i p l e or 
purpose i s v i s i b l e i n them, but r a t h e r represent mater-ial f o r an 
u n f i n i s h e d work. 
4 
Reinkens , on the other hand, argues t h a t i n the Preface (B I ) , 
which I s acknov/ledged by a l l as genuine, the d e s c r i p t i o n of the 
events denotes the end of 359 or beginning of 360, ana t h a t so f a r 
from being p r e l i m i n a r y m a t e r i a l f o r a h i s t o r y of Arianism, the 
Preface/ 
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Preface promises a concluded work. I n view of t h i s , he concludes 
t h a t no fragment which shows a l a t e r date than 360 belonged t o the 
work introduced by B I and so r e j e c t s A T , A 11, A I I I , B IV, B V, 
and B VI w i t h o u t doubting the a u t h e n t i c i t y of the r e s t . 
According t o Schiktanz5 the tvo groups of fragments represent 
two books of H i l a r y , the f i r s t v / r i t t e n a t the end of 3 6 I or oegin-
n i n g of 362, the second w r i t t e n e a r l i e r , probably begun i n e x i l e • . 
and conpleted at .Constantinople; both have been c i r c u l a t e d together 
and fragments A I I I , B IV, B V, and B VI have been i n s e r t e d l a t e r 
by H i l a r y . 
Wilmart's opinion^ i s t h a t B I , B I I , the so-called Ad Const.I, 
A V I I , B V I I and A TV represent the debris of H i l a r y ' s book against 
Valens and Ursaclus, published i n 356 between the close of the synoa 
of B i t e r r a e and h i s going i n t o e x i l e . A V I I I , A IX, A V, A V I , 
A I , A I I , B IV, and B V I I I form another book published i n 363, and 
A I I I , B V, B VI a t h i r d "adversus Valentem et Ursacium", published 
i n 367'. I t was probably also i n 367, he continues, on the occasion 
of the supplementary s e c t i o n , t h a t the three w r i t i n g s were uni t e d 
under one s i n g l e t i t l e to form a volume s i m i l a r to t h a t consulted by 
Jerome i n 392 and by S u l p i c l u s Severus c.400. 
Following Wilraart, Chapman^ takes B I , B I I , A IV, and the Ad 
Const. I t o be the remains of a work of H i l a r y published i n 356 a f t e r 
the synod of Beziers, a t the very beginning of H i l a r y ' s e x i l e , and 
r e p r e s e n t i n g / 
Notes. 
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r e p r e s e n t i n g an apology, c o n t a i n i n g matter t o which the synod had 
refused t o l i s t e n . A V I I , B I I I and B V I I form a separate group 
whose i n t r o d u c t i o n and conclusion are now l o s t and which were 
published only a f t e r the synod of Ariminum along w i t h A V I I I , A IX, 
A V, A V I , A I , A I I , B V I I I , and B IV, A I I I , B V, and B VI were 
added, i n h i s o p i n i o n , a f t e r H i l a r y ' s death.i. He does noL agree 
w i t h Wilmart t h a t t h ^ ' B e s c r l p t i o n s of Jerome and Rufinus f i t B I , 
B I I , and A IV, as w e l l 'as A V I I I , A IX, A V, A V I , A I , A I I , 
B V I I I and B IV, because, he asserts (p.329), the former group i s 
iQO^ so much concerned w i t h Valens and Ursacius as w i t h explaining 
H i l a r y ' s own p o s i t i o n . So h i s conclusion i s t h a t the fragments 
represent two separate books, the one, a l e t t e r w r i t t e n to the 
episcopate of Gaul i n 356, the other, an account o f the c o u n c i l of 
Ariminum, composed C .360-36I; but both were probably bound up 
together* The l e t t e r s of L i b e r i u s belong to the l a t e r w o r K . 
Feder^ declares t h a t A IV, B I , and B I I belong t o a h i s t o r i c a l 
-polemic work of H i l a r y , i c h he composed before the summer of 356> 
a f t e r the unsuccessful issue of the synod of B i t e r r a e . A V I I , A V, 
A V I , A V I I I , A IX, B IV, B V I I and B V I I I belong t o a polemical 
work of H i l a r y v i i i c h he composed i n Constantinople i n the winter 
of 359/360, t o annul the decrees of Ariminum, Seleucia. and Constan-
t i n o p l e . Then, because of t h e i r being placed together w i t h the 
other fragments, A I , A I I , A I I I , B IV, c .-^  B V and B Vi may be 
p a r t s / 
Notes. 
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parts o f a t h i r d h i s t o r i c a l - p o l e m i c work of H i l a r y which he 
published a short time before h i s death or from whose p u b l i c a t i o n 
he was hindered by death. 
Feder conaders t h a t the sup e r s c r i p t i o n , at the beginning of 
Series B i s a very old-.one, f o r H i l a r y i s not given the t i t l e 
"sanctus" - perhaps i t may have come from H i l a r y himself - and t h a t 
i t has been, put i n I t s present p o s i t i o n throu£h the general confus-
i o n i n which the fragments have reached us. 
His conclusion i s t h a t H i l a r y published h i s work of the w i n t e r 
o f 359/360 under the t i t l e "Opus Historic-om I I " , h i s e a r l i e r work 
of 356 he denoted.Book I , a i d t o these, he added l a t e r a Book I I I . 
A f t e r t h i s review, i t becomes imperative to give one's own 
conclusions on t h i s problem. 
F i r s t o f a i l , i t must be noted t h a t , because of the general 
confusion i n which the documents have reached us, the two Groupings 
of documents do n o t ne c e s s a r i l y denote two o r i g i n a l books o f H i l a r y , 
as some w r i t e r s have maintained. The present d i v i s i o n i n t o two 
groups i s an a r t i f i c i a l one, probably resi I t i n g from accidents i n 
transmission. I t i s obvious, f o r example, t h a t the Geraiinius 
l e t t e r s and L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s form, i n themselves, independent u n i t s , 
and y e t , i n each s e t , some are found i n Series A and others i n . 
Series B. This also serves t o show th a t the two series are very 
i n t i m a t e l y connected and have been compiled by the same c o l l e c t o r , 
namely, H i l a r y . 
As has been seen, according t o Wilmart and Feder, H i l a r y 
p u b l i s h e d / ' 
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published not only a f i r s t book i n 356 but also a second i n 360 ^ 
and a t h i r d about the time of h i s death. Now i t i s t r u e t h a t the 
documents can be roughly c l a s s i f i e d i n t o 3 groups, a) tnose dealing 
m t h events up t o 356 .i£. A IV, A V I I , B I , B I I and the so-caiiea 
Ad. Const I . b)- the L i b e r i u s . l e t t e r s B I I I and B V I I , and the 
Ariminum-Seleucia documents A I I , A V, A V I , A V I I I , A IX, and 
B V I I I and c) the m a t e r i a l belonging to the time a f t e r 360, A I , 
A I I I , B IV, 3 V, and B V I . ' But only i n the case of the f i r s t 
group i s there any evidence t h a t p u b l i c a t i o n has been attemptea. 
I n B I and B I I can probably be glimpsed the way i n which H i l a r y 
intended t o t r e a t h i s work w i t h preface and commentary on the 
various documents; and Phoebadius of Agen provides external 
evidence f o r the c i r c u l a t i o n of such a work^. 
As opinions have d i f f e r e d on the time and place of composition 
of t h i s work, a discussion of t h i s question must here be given. 
Goustant-^*^ and Reinkens"'--'- suppose the worx to have been w r i t t e n at 
Constantinople when H i l a r y h u r r i e d there a f t e r the synod of Seleucia] 
But i n t e r n a l evidence gained from B I and c. Const, see-iis to denote 
a much e a r l i e r date and t h e r e f o r e a d i f f e r e n t place of composition. 
1? 
(1) F i r s t l y , c. Const. 2-^  speaks against the composition of a 
h i s t o r i c a l - p o l e m i c work a t Constantinople i n 360. (2) I n B I the 
a d v e r b i a l / 
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a d v e r b i a l phrases "proxime" concerning the events at Aries 353 ana 
"recens" r e c a l l i n g Milan 355 seem to denote an e a r l i e r date than 
360. (3) I n h i s Preface H i l a r y r e f e r s t o the i n t r i g u e s of the ^  
Arians i n condemning t o e x i l e the Western bishops f a i t h f u l to the- ^ 
pe3?son and p r i n c i p l e s of Athanasius. But he.himself s t i l l l i v e s i n 
h i s ©wn country, the decree of banishment has not yet b e f a l l e n him. 
I n a l l h i s w r i t i n g s composed i n e x i l e , he speaks of his banishment,-
but i n B I there i s no mention of i t . (4) The land, i n vihich H i l a r y 
i s l i v i n g when he w r i t e s his Preface i s f a r from the c h i e f theatre-
( i . e . the East); of the Church's confusion. (5) The q u i e t l y develop-
ed thoughts on I Cor. 13,13 i n B I could ha r d l y belong to so a s i t -
ated a time as t h a t of Constantinople 360. (6) There i s also a • 
grea t d i f f e r e n c e between B I and c.Const, i n t h e i r tone towaras the 
Emperor so f a r as o b t a i n i n g an audience i s concerned. (7) Many 
a l l u s i o n s t o .the events of the time i n B I can be appliea only t o 
346. A h y p o c r i t i c a l peace had l a s t e d a long time u n t i l the quarrelsj 
had been renewed through the malice.of d e c e i t f u l men. This can 
r e f e r only t o the apparent submission o f Valens and Ursacius c ,346 
and of t h e i r renewed enmity towards Athanasius at Aries and Milan. 
There had been an uneasy peace from 346 u n t i l Constantius' v i c t o r y 
over Magnentius gave the Arians a f u r t h e r opport'onity t o cause 
t r o u b l e i n the Church. B . I ^ 4 "quo etiam i n romani i m p e r i i 
n e g o t i i s quies c a r p i t u r . . t u r b a t u r " i s a f i t t i n g d e s c r i p t i o n of the 
events , f o l l o w i n g the synod of Milan 355''"^• Since A r i e s , the 
enemies/ 
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enemies of the Nicene creed had co n t r i v e d t o intrude t h e i r condemna-
t i o n o f Athanasius on the r e s t of the bishops a i d esp e c i a l l y those 
i n Gaul: " i t a ubique a g i t u r , t r e p i d a t u r , i n s t a t u r , u t plane 
i n i q u i t a t e m huius a d s e r t i o n i s optinendi l a b o r et cura p r o d i d e r i t " . 
( §4 BI) . Then a t A r i e s , Paulinus o f Treves had been e x i l e d f o r 
M s support of Athanasius, and i n h i s Preface ( § 6 ) , H i l a r y s t i l l 
r e f e i s t o him as being a l i v e and c a l l s him " f r a t e r et comninister 
meus". Paulinus d i e d i n 357 i n e x i l e i n Phrygia and so, i n h i s 
G. Const.11, H i l a r y r e f e r s t o him as "beatae passionis v i r " . 
Furthermore .the question concerning Athanasius was the one of most, 
importance i n 356. but hy the time of Ariminum and Seleucia, i t had 
dropped completely i n t o the background simply because the Arians ' 
had by then discarded t h i s subterfuge and come out i n open opposi-
t i o n t o the Nicene creed. I n 356 i t took a man o f v i s i o n and 
f o r e s i g h t , l i k e H i l a r y , t o perceive t h a t what was at stake w a s , 
not Athanasius, but the Nicene creed - i t v/as the purpose of Hilaryfe| 
book t o make t h i s common knowledge ( c f . 3 i f f 4,6) - by 360 i t had 
become cominon knovirledge (and so there would have been no need f o r 
such a book) . 
B 11 also f i t s i n t o t h i s scheme of t h i n g s . For instance, 
H i l a r y ' s appeal to the biishops, who have allowed themselves to be 
seduced i n t o condemning Athanasius, t o renounce t h i s scandal, i s 
out of place in .360 because he t e s t i f i e s i n h i s De Synodis 2 t h a t 
the G a l l i c bishops have already f o r three years avoided comnunion 
w i t h Saturninus. The scandal could have been given only at Aries 
353 and Mil a n where so many bishops ha.d been constrained by the 
v i o l e n c e / 
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violence of Valens, Ur^sacius and Saturninus i n t o conde^miing 
Athanasius. 
I n a d d i t i o n t o a l l t h i s there i s the externe .1 witness provided 
by Phoebadius of Agen who seems to have used H i l a r y ' s work before 
36oi^ 
So i t seems safe t o assume t h a t , before going i n t o e x i l e ^ i n 
356, H i l a r y has published i n Gaul a work of v;hich B I , B I I , A IV, 
and the so.-caL l e d Ad Const. I have been preserved"i-^ 
But the same • evidence i s not obtainable f o r the p u b l i c a t i o n 
e i t h e r of a' second or a t h i r d book b j H i l a r y . A f u r t h e r i n t r o -
d u c t i o n would have been necessary, but there i s no trace of t h i s . 
The absence of n a r r a t i v e t e x t from so many of the other documents 
also does not favour the view of Feder and \^iLnart. c. Const. 2 
"toto hoc tempore..locutus sum^^ i s f u r t h e r testimony against t h e i r 
theory. According t o Feder, B V I I I , 2 seems to i n d i c a t e the 
composition of a second book, but, as seen i n the Conclusion to 
the document, i t i s b e t t e r to regard t h i s as an i s o l a t e d personal 
address incorporated l a t e r v/ith the r e s t of the docuTients. He also| 
takes the t i t l e which Jerome gives the work as evidence f o r the 
p u b l i c a t i o n of a second book. • But, a g a i n ^ t h i s i s not necessarily 
so. I t has been already noted-^'^that the t i t l e s ^ ich Jerome 
a t t r i b u t e s t o wDrks i n h i s catalogue are often n e i t h e r accurate 
nor a u t h o r i t a t i v e ; i n any case, since about h a l f of the mater i a l 
extant concerns the synods of Ariminum and Seleucia, t h i s i s 
s u f f i c i e n t / 
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s u f f i c i e n t warrant f o r the t i t l e given.to the vrork by Jerome, 
w i t h o u t heeding 'to assume the p u b l i c a t i o n of a second book. 
That H i l a r y d i d i n t e n d to p u b l i s h the r e s t of the documents 
at some f u t u r e date must be admitted - the n a r r a t i v e t e x t attached 
t o some- of the L i b e r i u s l e t t e r s and Ariminun documents points t o 
t h i s - but there i s no evidence a v a i l a b l e t o prove th a t he ever 
c a r r i e d out h i s i n t e n t i o n . 
' There i s no doubt t h a t the presu-nption. of a secona book would 
f u r n i s h an 'easy s o l u t i o n f o r the " l i b e r secondus" which, i s found i n 
the MSS as s u p e r s c r i p t i o n to Series 3. But j u s t as acceptable an 
Explanation i s t h a t a c o p y i s t , not understanding the arran^einent 
and d i s p o s i t i o n of the m a t e r i a l , has attached t h i s t i t l e t o the 
unpublished documents i n order t o d i s t i n g u i s h them from the puolish^c 
work of 356, the " l i b e r primus" so t o speak.' 
To h i s published v/ork o f 356, then, H i l a r y has appended 
a d d i t i o n a l m a t e r i a l , s i m i l a r i n subject but l a t e r i n time. Though 
probably i n t e n d i n g t o form these a d d i t i o n a l documents i n t o another 
work, of l i k e pur'pose and plan w i t h the f i r s t , he has somehow oeen 
prevented from completing h i s task. I t may have been an untimely 
death which caused t h i s because the l a s t document i n h i s c o l l e c t i o n 
18 
must have been added j u s t s h o r t l y before he died 
The published work of 35^ and the unedited documents have thus 
been t r a n s m i t t e d together and, i n course o f time, some documents, 
i n whole or i n p a r t , have been l o s t ( t h e i r haphazard arrangement 
would c o n t r i b u t e g r e a t l y t o t h i s ) , while the o r i g i n a l d i s p o s i t i o n 
has/ 
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has been aL t e r e d , perhaps i n t e n t i o n a l l y through some copyist 
t r y i n g to give a new "order", as he thought, t o the documents, 
perhaps a c c i d e n t a l l y i n course of transmission, and the unpublished 
m a t e r i a l has become mixed w i t h the published. A l l t h i s makes i t 
now impossible t o discover any purpose or order i n the present 
arrangement of the documents i n the MSS. 
Because of the gaps i n the work,as i t i s now preserved-'-^j and 
the f a c t t h a t so mu: h of the m a t e r i a l i s p e c u l i a r t o H i l a r y ' s 
c o l l e c t i o n , the 'task o f ev a l u a t i n g H i l a r y as a h i s t o r i a n i s a 
' d i f f i c u l t one. Almost three-quarters of the m a t e r i a l contained i n 
the c o l l e c t i o n i s found now only i n t h i s work. The reason f o r 
t h i s i s probably t h a t H i l a r y ' s c o l l e c t i o n i s e s s e n t i a l l y a personal 
one; a l l t h e documents i n the work are those which v i t a l l y a f f e c t 
e i t h e r H i l a r y himself or the Western episcopate. Furthermore, h i s 
dominant i n t e r e s t i n Western a f f a i r s has preserved many a document 
which an Eastern h i s t o r i a n v/ould have overlooked as unimportant. 
I t i s H i l a r y alone who has preserved the e n c y c l i c a l o f the Easterns 
at Sardica and given us an account of the synods which took place 
w i t h regard t o Photinus, Ursacius and Valens during the period o f 
stalema.te between 343 and 351 . I n h i s work i s found almost a l l the 
i n f o r m a t i o n now a v a i l a b l e concerning the synods of A r i e s , Ivlilan and 
B i t e r r a e , and t i e events concerning L i b e r i u s . To H i l a r y we owe 
many i n t e r e s t i n g d e t a i l s oncerning the synods of Ariminum, Nike'' and 
Seleucia, the happenings a t Constantinople 360, the e f f e c t s of these 
synods/ • ' 
Notes. 
.19 . c f . I n t r o d u c t i o n . 
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synods on Gaul, and the i a t e r actions of Valens, Ursacius and 
Germinius. 
I n h i s choice of documents, and, above a l l , i n h i s n a r r a t i v e 
' t e x t s , he shows an i n t i m a t e knowledge and understanding and a f i r m 
. grasp of the issues at stalce i n the Arian controversy of his day, 
regarded from the Western p o i n t o f view. The deceits of the 
Arians, e s p e c i a l l y as seen i n the conduct o f Valens, Ursacius ana 
Saturninus, whom he detests as the ringleaders of the A r i a n cause 
i n the West, the L i b e r i u s question, h i s i r t erest i n securing an 
a l l i a n c e and c l o s e r co-operation between Western orthodox and 
Eastern Semiarians', the problem of the lapsed oishops, the change 
of mind on the p a r t of Germinius, are a l l i n keeping w i t h h i s 
o r i g i n a l plan and purpose as set f o r t h i n the Preface t o h i s took 
of 356. I n a l l are seen h i s passionate desire f o r the r e s u s c i t a -
t i o n o f ' t he Nicene creed, h i s strong c a s t i g a t i o n of those who 
knowingly depart from the t r u i . f a i t h , h i s hatred of the impious • 
creeds and treachery of the Arians. 
I n only one p a r t of h i s work, as now preserved, does he 
m a n i f e s t l y allow h i s bi'as t o override h i s c r i t i c a l jud£,ment. That 
occurs i n the n a r r a t i v e t e x t B I I , 9, where, though he earns praise 
f o r h i s i n s i g h t i n exposing the i n d i r e c t attack on Athanasius, he 
yet can not escape censure as a h i s t o r i a n f o r h i s p a r t i a l i t y towards 
Athanasius. This " s l i p " can, hov/ever, be excused when one 
remembers the. circumstances and extreme provocation under which t h i s 
s e c t i o n was w r i t t e n . 
Comparison w i t h m a t e r i a l preserved elsewhere reveals t h a t , 
w h i l e the l i s t s of bishops given i n the c o l l e c t i o n are usually 
incomplete/ 
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incomplete, no great d i f f e r e n c e i s found i n suostance between 
H i l a r y ' s t e x t of the documents and t h a t found i n the other con-
temporary sources. 
One i s l e f t w i t h the impression of a shrewd and c a r e f u l 
c o l l e c t o r , who, l i k e .every h i s t o r i a n , could on rare occasions be 
misled by h i s passions, h i s own n a t u r a l i n c l i n a t i o n s and bias. 
Faber^*-* admirably sums up t h i s c o l l e c t i o n when he states t h a t 
i n number, of pages i t i s not a great work, but i n subject matter • 
i t i s most weighty.. When the "Edict of Milan" (March 313) brought 
peace to. the Church, the production of C h r i s t i a n l i t e r a t u r e i n the 
21 
West seemed t o come to a s t a n d s t i l l , and u n t i l H i l a r y published 
hi s book i n 35^, no C h r i s t i a n v / r i t e r of any note had arisen i n the 
West t o meet the challenge of Arianism. To H i l a r y goes the 
d i s t i n c t i o n of being the f i r s t V/estern bishop t o a t t a c k the Arians 
i n w r i t i n g , and indeed i t i s g e n e r a l l y a.dmitted t h a t none of those 
who arose l a t e r , such as Phoebadius of Agen, Eusebius of V e r c e l l i , 
or L u c i f e r of C a g l i a r i , ever approached the h i ^ h standard set by the 
bishop of P o i t i e r s . Fragmentary as i t nov/ i s , the c o l l e c t i o n s t i l l 
stands as an imposing t r i b u t e to. the genius of H i l a r y i n attempting . 
t o f u l f i l t h i s need, i n r e a l i s i n g how necessary i t was t o combat 
the deceits of the Arians, not only b^ the spoken vrard ana personal 
a c t i o n s , but by v / r i t t e n testimony and documents^pf whose a u t h e n t i c i t y 
there could be no doubt^and whose value, t h e r e f o r e , abides f o r ever, 
a. p e r p e t u a l witness t o the t r u t h . 
Notes. 
20. P.L.X c o l . 888 Praef. § 1 . 
2 1 . c f . Bardy " C h r i s t i a n L a t i n L i t e r a t u r e ' I 
- 547 - . 
I f his work had been completed, i t would have given an 
authoritative Western sketch of the Arian controversy comparable \ 
to that given i n the East by the w r i t i r g s ' of Athanasius. But 
even as i t now stands, i t i s invaL uable f o r a f u l l appreciation 
and understanding of the Arian controversy as seen through 
Western eyes , andprovides many inter e s t i n g aspects of the struggle, 
evoked p a r t l y b^ the p c u l i a r circu'nstances and situations i n which 
Hila r y found himself, p a r t l y by the pa r t i c u l a r persons with whom 
he came i n contact, p a r t l y b^ his own standpoint and inte r p r e t a t i o n 
of the issues at stake. 
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